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Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 

Order  of  Business 

AGENDA 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  and  ROLL  CALL 

2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  minutes  of  the  December  8,  2006  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.    (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  December  8,  2006  Regular 

Meeting  (HTML)  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=51616.) 

3.  PRESENTATION:  Overview  of  the  City's  Proposed  Ten-Year  Capital  Plan. 

SPONSOR:  Member  Milton  Marks 
PRESENTER:  Mr.  Ben  Rosenfield,  Assistant  City  Administrator,  City  Administrator's  Office 

4.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Redevelopment  Agency  Staff  will  present  an  informational 
report  on  the  Transbay  Streetscape  and  Open  Space  Plan  (Explanatory 
Document:  Transbay  Streetscape  and  Open  Space  Plan  (HTML) 

http://www.sfqov.org/site/sfra  page.asp?id=44306.)) 

SPONSOR:  Member  David  Habert 
PRESENTER:  Mr.  Michael  Grisso,  Senior  Project  Manager,  Redevelopment  Agency 

5.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  hear  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  recommendation  for  a  tree  nominated  for  landmark  tree  status  at  the 
following  address: 

Coast  Live  Oak  (Quercus  agrifolia)  at  22-26  Rosemont  Place 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion,  the  Council  will  vote  on  whether  to  approve,  reject, 
or  not  take  action  on  the  nomination  and  shall  adopt  written  findings  to  support  its 
decision  (if  required)  to  forward  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  (Explanatory  Documents: 

Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form  (PDF)  http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/DPWcoastliveoak22Rosemont.pclf. 
pictures,  parcel  map,  (PDF)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/picturesparcelmap(1).PDF.  evaluation 
forms  (Word)  http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/GMaevaluationform.doc  and  written  summary) 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  Proposed  amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree 
Ordinance  17-06  (Amendment  to  Public  Works  Code  -  Section  801,  landmark  trees, 
significant  trees,  and  penalties  for  violations  Ordinance).  The  Urban  Forestry  Council 
will  vote  on  proposing  amendments  to  the  Ordinance.  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft 
Resolution) 

SPONSOR:  Chair  Terry  Milne 
SPEAKERS:  Chair  Terry  Milne  and  Deputy  City  Attorney  Alicia  Cabrera 
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7.  DISCUSSION  and  POSSIBLE  ACTION:  Tree  Protection  Plan.  The  Urban  Forestry 
Council  will  discuss  and  possibly  vote  on  an  informational  letter  to  the  Planning 
Commission  urging  them  to  require  a  property  owner/applicant  to  submit  a  Tree 
Protection  Plan  with  a  building  application  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Informational 
Letter  to  Planning  Commission) 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Member  AnMarie  Rodgers 

8.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Review  of  Landmark  Building  Incentives  and  How  it  May 
Apply  to  Landmark  Tree  Incentives  (Continued  from  the  December  8,  2006  Meeting). 
(Explanatory  Documents:  Preservation  Incentives  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfQOv.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2006/ltem10Preservationlncentives  pdf) 

SPONSOR  and  PRESENTER:  Member  AnMarie  Rodgers 

9.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Landmark  Tree  Incentives  Report.  The  Office  of  the 
Legislative  Analyst  produced  a  report  on  incentives  to  encourage  nomination  and 
designation  of  landmark  trees.  (Continued  from  the  December  8,  2006  Meeting.) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Legislative  Analyst  Report  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedt1les/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2006/item9OLAincentivesforlandmarktrees 
pdf. 

SPONSOR:  Member  Bonnie  Ora  Sherk 
PRESENTER:  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Grace  Ma 

10.  DISCUSSION:  180-Day  Landmark  Tree  Protection  Process  as  it  relates  to  the  Valley 
Oak  Tree  at  2830  25th  Street. 

SPONSOR/PRESENTER:  Member  Mike  Boss 

11.  INFORMATION:  Staff  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Ms.  Ma  will  provide  updates  on  UFC 
administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  funding,  planning,  research, 
outreach,  and  related  activities. 

12.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

•  Funding  Committee 

Chair  Terry  Milne 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  March  6,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee 

Chair,  Paul  Sacamano 
The  next  meeting  will  be  on  February  15,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  February  13,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  City  Hall,  Room 
421.  0.25 

13.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council. 

14.  INFORMATION:  New  Business 

0.1 

15.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 


16.  ADJOURNMENT 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Council  is  limited  to: 

1 .  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is 
the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location 
are:  #42  Downtown  Loop,  and  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations 
at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the 
agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation. 
Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  accessibility  hotline  at  (415) 
554-6060. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554- 
7854;  E-mail:  sotflffisfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 


Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required 
by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2. 100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at: 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3 1 12;  web  site  at 
www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Other  Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Department  of 
Environment's  webpage:  www.sfenvironment.com/;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above 
address  or  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of 
a  meeting. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer 
recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the 
public. 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Posted:  January  16,  2007 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 
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Mayor 

JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 
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□ 
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*This  list  reflects  the  explanatory  documents  provided. 
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Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  requests 
the  following  information. 


Property  owner: 


Name 

Dianne  Morris 


Address 

4789  Hillsborough  Dr. 


Address 

Petaluma,  CA  94954 


Phone  (day) 
(415)  990-7092 


Fax  # 


Email 


Authorized  nominator  (if  not  owner): 
Name 

Dr.  Fred  Abadi  

Address 

Department  of  Public  Works 
1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

City  Hall,  Room  348  

Address 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  

Phone  (day) 

(415)  554-6920  

Fax  # 

(415)554-6944  


Signature  (Property  owner  or  authorized  nominator) 
Date 


TREE  DESCRIPTION 
Street  address:   


22-26  Rosemont  PI.,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Location  of  Tree: 


□  Front  yard    £3  Rear  yard    □  Side  yard     □  Corner-side  yard 

□  Public  right-of-way   □  Other:   


Tree  name  (species  and  common  name): 

70 


Quercus  agrifolia  (Coast  Live  Oak) 


Height 
Average  canopy  width* 
Circumference** 


120 


144 


*  Distance  from  one  edge  to  opposite  edge  of  tree  canopy 

**Distance  around  trunk  at  4.5  ft  off  the  ground,  http://www.isa-arbor.com/publications/tree-ord/hentage.aspx 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  use  the  following  criteria  to  evaluate  each  potential  landmark  tree. 
Please  check  the  applicable  criteria  boxes  and  provide  additional  information  about  each  component.  If 
you  need  more  space  to  describe  the  tree,  please  attach  additional  sheets. 


Species 
13  Rare 

Size  or  Age 

[X]  Significant  size  or  age  for  species 

Cultural/Historical  Value 


Wffi@EDfflE| 

DEC  0  7  2006  [I) 


By. 


2 


□  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association 

D  Significant  ethnic  appreciation  (over,  please) 

Cultural/Historical  Value  (continued) 

13  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree 

□  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

Key  Location 

□  High  traffic  area 

Q  Low  tree  density  area 

13  Extends  between  several  properties 

□  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way 

Ecology 

D  Important  wildlife  habitat 

D  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 

Q  Erosion  control 

CD  Wind  or  sound  barrier 

Visual  characteristic 

Prominent  landscape  feature 
Q  Character  defining  form 


Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  historical  importance  due  to  an  association  with  a  building,  structure,  site, 
street,  person  or  event. 

May  pre-date  settlement  and  likely  survived  the  1906  Earthquake. 

Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  cultural,  social  and/or  historical  importance. 

Describe  how/why  the  tree  is  an  important  or  defining  feature  of  a  neighborhood. 

The  tree  is  quite  large  and  in  good  health,  the  canopy  can  be  seen  from  neighboring 
buildings  and  even  from  Dolores  St.  above  the  buildings. 

Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  ecological  value  like  wildlife  habitat  and  erosion  control. 


Describe  any  tree  health  or  structural  issues. 


A  photograph  of  the  tree  must  be  submitted  with  this  form. 

Please  attach  optional  supporting  documents  such  as  letters,  arborist  report,  etc. 


Send  to:  Urban  Forest  Council,  c/o  Alexis  Harte,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
OR  SFU rba  n ForestCou  ncil  (Ssfqov.  org 


FOR  STAFF  USE  ONLY 

Application  received  date 

Received  by 

Tree  evaluation  form 

UFC  recommendation  date 

Board  of  Supervisors  Decision 

□  Yes  DNo 

Landmark  Tree  # 

Owner  signed  form 

Title  recorded  date 

Page  1  of  1 
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P  • 


Mark  Sustarich  Evaluation  Form 


Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  . 

Scientific  name:  Qacrr  vv_S  ntfl  r^oi  hx.  Common  name:  Cq^VsV  L\\/g-- 

Street  address:    ^ Q  -  3.6   ?v oft^i^ ?   

Cross  streets:  y\C.\g>.  


Block:    Lot(s): 

GPS  units  (optional):  

"T^l  Private        □  Public         Agency  name  


Property  owner  consent  to  evaluate      -J^  Yes  □  No 


DBH  (in): 

Height  (ft):  ^-l\q 
Average  canopy  spread  (ft): 


^oii,^^  \o^^-^t_^s 


Trunk  diameter  at  ground  level  (in)  37 


Number  of  trees   i_ 


Tree  Condition  (adapted  from  CTLA  Guide  to  Plant  Appraisal) 

□  No  apparent  problems   1§]  Minor  problems       □  Major  problems       □  Extreme  problems 

Root  issues 

f~l  Root  anchorage 

O  Collar/flare  soundness 

O  Mechanical  injury  .    ,  . 

□  Girdling/kinked  roots  *\or\c  v/VsvMe_ 
Q  Compaction/waterlogged  roots 

O  Mushrooms  (may  have  to  ask  owner) 
Trunk  issues 

fEI  Sound  bark  and  wood 

□  Cavities 

!  !  Mechanical  or  fire  Injury 

□  Cracks 

(~~|  Swollen  or  sunken  areas 

□  Conks 
Scaffold  branches 

S  Strong  attachments 

H  Smaller  diameter  than  trunk  where  attached 
S3  Vertical  branch  distribution 
O  Free  of  included  bark 
Si  Free  of  decay  and  cavities 

□  Well  pruned 

□  Well-proportioned/proper  tapeij 
|_|  Wound  closure   S  ° «*-**■  s~\ 

®  Deadwood  or  fire  injury  Sowy^dis^ujo©^ 
Small  branches  and  twigs 

3  Vigor  of  current  shoots  (compare  previous  growth)  t-ied^ly 
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SI  Well  distributed  throughout  canopy 

□  Appearance  of  buds  (color,  shape,  size  for  species) 
Small  Branches  and  Twigs  (continued)  .        i  . 

Presence  of  weak  or  dead  twigs  deAo^OftA  yosc^v 
Foliage  and/or  Buds  .  * 

§3  Coloration  of  foliage  Ue#»AMvy 

□  Nutrient  status 

O  Herbicide,  chemical  or  pollution  injury 

□  Wilted  or  dead  leaves 

□  Dry  buds  \  I 
O  Presence  of  insects  or  disease  (any  part  of  tree)  U»<\e^  n^A^ 


Comments  on  health  or  structure:  U  e^JC^vy  *^         ^,r^l\^    ?A  r  t^<Z\     <=-  Is  <stocvi . 


Species 

□  Rare 

Size  or  Age 

•   O  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

O  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association 

□  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 

O  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree 

Q  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

□  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media 

Key  Location 

□  High  traffic  area 

□  Low  tree  density  area 

S  Extends  between  several  properties 

□  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way 

Ecology 

□  Important  wildlife  habitat 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 

□  Erosion  control 

□  Wind  or  sound  barrier 

Visual  characteristic 

12  Prominent  landscape  feature 

13  Character  defining  form 

Additional  comments 


Possible  considerations  for  tree  care 


Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form 


Evaluator:  Grace  Ma 

Scientific  name:  Quercus  aari folia   Common  name:  coast  live  oak 

Street  address:  20-26  Rosemont  Place  

Cross  streets:  14th  and  Valencia  

Block:  3534   Lot(s):  022  

GPS  units  (optional):  


[3  Private       D  Public        Agency  name    Dept  of  Public  Works  nominated 


Property  owner  consent  to  evaluate       £3  Yes  □  No 


DBH  (in):   combined  44:  forward  trunk  27,  back  trunk  25 

Height  (ft):   35 

Average  canopy  spread  (ft):   30 

Trunk  diameter  at  ground  level  (in)   37 

Number  of  trees   1  


Tree  Condition  (adapted  from  CTLA  Guide  to  Plant  Appraisal)   

£3  No  apparent  problems    □  Minor  problems       □  Major  problems       □  Extreme  problems 


Root  issues 

□  Root  anchorage:  no  apparent  problems 

Q  Collar/flare  soundness:  no  apparent  problems 

□  Mechanical  injury:  maybe  from  patio  installation  in  1970s 
D  Girdling/kinked  roots:  none  visible 

□  Compaction/waterlogged  roots:  no 

□  Mushrooms  (may  have  to  ask  owner):  no 
Trunk  issues 

Sound  bark  and  wood 
Q  Cavities:  no 

□  Mechanical  or  fire  injury:  no 
D  Cracks:  no 

□  Swollen  or  sunken  areas:  no 

□  Conks:  no 
Scaffold  branches 

£3  Strong  attachments 

^  Smaller  diameter  than  trunk  where  attached 

□  Vertical  branch  distribution:  well  distributed 

□  Free  of  included  bark:  little  included  bark  at  trunk  where  two  main  stems  meet 
£3  Free  of  decay  and  cavities 

□  Well  pruned:  few  stubs  on  scaffold  branches 
£3  Well-proportioned/proper  taper 

□  Wound  closure:  okay  except  stubs 

□  Deadwood  or  fire  injury:  some  dead  small  branches  in  canopy  interior 
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Small  branches  and  twigs 

□  Vigor  of  current  shoots  (compare  previous  growth):  new  growth  at  branch  tips 
[X]  Well  distributed  throughout  canopy 

□  Appearance  of  buds  (color,  shape,  size  for  species) 
13  Presence  of  weak  or  dead  twigs 

Foliage  and/or  Buds 

□  Coloration  of  foliage:  medium  green 

□  Nutrient  status 

□  Herbicide,  chemical  or  pollution  injury:  none  visible 

□  Wilted  or  dead  leaves: 

□  Dry  buds 

□  Presence  of  insects  or  disease  (any  part  of  tree):  none  visible 
Comments  on  health  or  structure:        Tree  appears  vigorous  and  in  good  health.  


Species 

□  Rare 

Size  or  Age 

3  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age  for  San  Francisco 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

□  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association:  tree 

□  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 

□  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree 

Q  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

□  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media 

Key  Location 

□  High  traffic  area 

£3  Low  tree  density  area 

£3  Extends  between  several  properties:  seven  properties  have  view  of  tree  and  garden 

□  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way:  I  saw  top  of  tree  from  Dolores  but  you  cannot  see 
from  adjacent  residential  streets. 

Ecology 

[3  Important  wildlife  habitat:  raccoons,  scrub  jays,  hummingbirds,  crows,  doves,  and  juncos 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 

□  Erosion  control 

3  Wind  or  sound  barrier:  brick  wall  probably  provides  more  of  a  barrier 

Visual  characteristic 

□  Prominent  landscape  feature 

□  Character  defining  form 

Additional  comments 

The  oak's  canopy  has  formed  a  cohort  relationship  with  adjacent  trees  (palm,  deodar  cedar,  and 
Monterey  pine). 

Possible  considerations  for  tree  care 

If  neighbor  removes  Monterey  pine  trees,  ensure  the  oak  tree  branches  are  not  damaged. 
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Urban  Forestry  Council 

Criteria  for  Landmark  Tree  Evaluation 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  has 
developed  these  criteria  for  evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco. 

When  evaluating  or  considering  potential  landmark  trees,  please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within 
its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC  land  may  not  have  the  same  community  importance  that  a 
street  or  park  tree  would. 

Rare:  Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Size:  Notable  size  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Age:  Significantly  advanced  age  (known  or  estimated). 

Historical  association:  Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Ethnic  appreciation:  Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 

Neighborhood  appreciation:  Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor 
gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or  related  to  tree,  etc. 

Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:  Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:  Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  video  media  coverage. 

High  traffic  area:  High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 

Low  tree  density:  Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Extends  between  multiple  properties:  High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:  High  visibility. 

Important  wildlife  habitat:  Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential). 

Interdependent  group  of  trees:  This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  adjacent  trees. 

Erosion  control:  Tree  prevents  soil  erosion. 

Wind  or  sound  barrier:  Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise 

Prominent  landscape  feature:  A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 

Character  defining  form:  Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Tree  condition:  Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard. 


San  Francisco 
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20-26  Rosemont  Place 


August  8,  2006 


Alexis  Harte 

Urban  Forestry  Council 

11  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Dear  Mr  Harte, 

I  am  writing  to  inform  you  of  my  neighbor's  and  my  efforts  to  secure  landmark 
preservation  for  a  unigue  neighborhood  green  space  that  includes  a  rare  and 
historic  native  Coast  Live  Oak  and  five  other  trees  of  considerable  age,  height 
and  habitat. 

I  am  attaching  the  documentation  created  by  my  neighbor  Martin  Osborne,  a 
professional  gardener  who  maintains  the  garden  below  the  canopy.  Also 
included  are  a  photo  collage  of  the  trees  and  the  site,  and  copies  of  etters 
reguesting  formal  nomination  to  Mr  Dean  Macris,  Director  of  Planning;  Dr  Fred 
Abadi,  DPW  Director;  and  Supervisor  Bevan  Dufty. 

The  Coast  Live  Oak,  Quercus  agrifolia,  has  a  12  foot  trunk  circumference,  is 
approximately  70  feet  tall,  and  most  likely  pre-dates  the  surrounding  buildings 
and  the  1906  earthquake. 

The  other  five  trees  are  also  mature  trees  with  significant  height  and  canopies. 
You  can  see  from  the  attached  photos  that  it  represents  a  significant  green 
space  in  the  city,  and  it  provides  habitat  for  a  variety  of  birds  and  fauna. 

These  historic  trees  are  in  the  backyard  of  a  four  unit  rental  building  at  20-26 
Rosemont  Place,  between  Dolores,  Guerrero,  Clinton  Park  and  14th  Street.  The 
owner  is  an  absentee  landlord,  so  we  are  hoping  to  interest  the  heads  of  city 
agencies  and  our  local  Supervisor. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  any  help  you  can  offer  to  investigate  and  promote 
the  protection  of  this  amazing  urban  green  space. 


Sincerely, 


Jared  Braiterman  PhD 


269  Clinton  Park  I  San  Francisco,  CA  94103      jared ■■:  jaredRESEARCH  com 
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i  Coast  Live  Oak 
five  other 
landmark  trees 

Coast  Live  Oak  mostly 
likely  predates  the 
surrounding  buildings  and 
the  1906  earthquake.  All 
six  trees  are  mature  with 
9  to  12  foot  circumference 
trunks,  large  canopies 
and  heights  of  40  to  75 
feet.  This  neighborhood 
green  space  provides 
habitat  for  a  variety  of 
birds  and  animals. 

20-26  Rosemont  Place 
San  Francisco  94103 


History: 


Jared  Braiterman 
<braiterman@sbcglobal.net> 

10/04/2006  12:42  PM 


Please  respond  to 
Jared  Braiterman 
<jared@jaredRESEARCH.com 
> 


To 


cc 


bcc 


Boe  Hayward  <boe.hayward@sfgov.org>,  Grace  Ma 
<Grace.Ma@sfgov.org>,  Rick  Pearman 
<rick.pearman@sfdpw.org>,  Andrea.Green@sfgov.org, 
Carla  Short  <Carla.short@sfdpw.org>,  AnMarie  Rodgers 
<anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>,  Moses  Corrette 
<moses.corrette@sfgov.org>,  Marty  Osborne 


Subject 

4$  This  message  has  been  replied  to  and  forwarded 


Landmarking  Coast  Live  Oak  and  other  100  year  old  trees  | 
20-26  Rosemont  Street 


Dear  Supervisor  Dufty,  Dr  Abadi,  Planning  Director  Maoris,  Boe,  Grace,  Andrea  and  Rick, 

It  has  been  two  months  since  my  neighbor  Marty  Osborne  and  I  requested  that  Supervisor 
Dufty,  Planning  Director  Macris  or  DPW  Director  Dr  Abadi  sponsor  for  landmark  status  a 
remarkable  grove  of  old  trees,  including  an  incredibly  rare  and  healthy  Coast  Live  Oak,  at 
20-26  Rosemont  Street. 

So  far  we  have  not  heard  what  initial  steps  you  are  prepared  to  take  to  investigate  and 
document  these  important  trees  that  recall  our  City's  history  and  contribute  to  a  healthy 
community  today.  Since  the  owner  is  an  absentee  landlord,  we  would  like  the  City  to  join 
with  us  in  preserving  this  unique  habitat  for  wildlife  and  vital  green  space. 

As  a  group,  we  have  already  sent  you  emails,  corrected  a  form  as  requested  by  Grace  Ma, 
and  submitted  all  required  documentation.  Attached  to  this  email  is  an  image  of  the  trees 
and  a  description  of  their  importance. 

Together  with  my  neighbors,  I  urge  you  to  take  immediate  action  to  schedule  an  inspection 
and  verify  the  documentation  already  submitted  by  Marty  Osborne,  resident,  and  myself,  a 
neighbor. 

Thank  you  for  taking  action  to  grant  historic  landmark  status  for  this  unique  grove  of 
trees. 


Jared  Braiterman  PhD 

jared@jaredRESEARCH.com 

http:// wjvw.jaredRESEARCH.com 


rosemonHandmarktrees.  jpg 


Jason  D 

<jjuania@yahoo.com> 


boe.hayward@sfgov.org,  Grace.Ma@sfgov.org, 
To  rick.pearman@sfdpw.org,  Andrea.Green@sfgov.org, 

bevan.dufty@sfgov.org 
cc  jared  braiterman  <jared@jaredresearch.com> 


10/04/2006  01:42  PM 


bcc 


Subject 


Begin  the  landmarking  process  for  historic  trees  at  20-26 
Rosemont  Place 


To  all, 

Please  begin  the  landmarking  process  for  the  historic  trees  in  the  common  yard 
space  behind  20-26  Rosemont  Place,   94103.  The  trees  in  question  --  substantial 
cedars  and  cypresses,   and  a  truly  monumental  Coast  Live  Oak  --  are  important 
contributions  to  the  neighborhood.  They  are  visible  from  the  residences  on  all 
sides  of  the  block   (Clinton  Park,   Guerrero,   14th,   Rosemont,   and  Dolores)  and 
appear  as  orienting  landmarks  for  the  public  from  sidewalks  on  Dolores, 
Market,   and  Buchanan.  The  Coast  Live  Oak  in  particular  is  among  the  largest  in 
the  city  and  is  likely  native  to  the  site. 

These  trees  are  irreplaceable  elements  of  the  cityscape  and  have  cultural  as 

well  as  environmental  value  for  the  public.   Please  begin  the  process  of 

landmarking  them  as  soon  as  possible. 

Sincerely, 

M.  Jason  Dewees 

1326  Sixth  Ave. 

San  Francisco,   CA  94122 


Luis.Pardo@kp.org 

11/10/2006  01:09  PM 


To 


alexis.harte@sfgov.org,  bevan.dufty@sfgov.org, 
boe.hayward@sfgov.org 


cc 


bcc 


Subject 


saving  trees 


Hello 


I  am  writing  to  support  Marty  Osborne  and  Tared  Braiterman's  efforts  to  landmark  protect  seven 
historic  trees  at  20-26  Rosemont  Place,  including  a  100+  year  Coast  Live  Oak.  There  is  a  new 
city  process  for  granting  historic  landmark  status  to  trees  and  protecting  them  from  development. 
I  would  like  to  remind  you,  the  supervisors,  Department  heads  and  staffs  that  landmarking  trees 
is  not  about  human  ownership  or  what  will  make  it  easier  for  officials  like  yourself. 
Landmarking  trees  is  about  urban  plants  and  our  collective  life. 

Here's  why  these  trees  should  be  protected:  As  a  group,  these  trees  provide  a  75  foot  tall  canopy 
that  spreads  out  at  least  150  feet,  providing  a  vital  habitat  for  wildlife  and  a  rare  green  oasis  in  an 
urban  landscape  dominated  by  concrete.  The  trees  are  visible  from  surrounding  streets  since  they 
tower  above  the  neighboring  structures.  Please  save  them 

Thank  you 

Luis  Pardo 

658  Valencia  Street, 

SFCA94110 

415  861  8810 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 

JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
PRESERVATION  BULLETIN  NO.  8 

THE  MILLS  ACT 

THE  MILLS  ACT 

Enacted  by  the  State  of  California  in  1 976  and  amended  in  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  in  1 996,  the  Mills  Act  is  state-sponsored  legislation  that  grants  local 
governments  the  ability  to  directly  participate  in  an  historic  preservation  and  economic 
incentive  program.  The  Mills  Act  is  designed  to  provide  owners  of  both  owner-occupied 
and  income-producing  property  the  opportunity  to  actively  participate  in  the  rehabilitation, 
restoration,  preservation  and  maintenance  of  "qualified  historical  properties"  while 
receiving  property  tax  relief.  The  Mills  Act  is  recognized  as  the  single  most  important 
economic  incentive  program  available  in  California  for  use  by  private  property  owners  of 
qualified  historic  buildings. 

THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  PROGRAM 

In  May  1996,  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisor  Ordinance  191-96  amended  the  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code  by  adding  Chapter  71  to  implement  the  California  Mills 
Act.  The  San  Francisco  ordinance  was  written  to  offer  an  incentive  to  property  owners  of 
designated  city  landmarks  pursuant  to  Article  1 0  of  the  Planning  Code  and/or  to  owners 
of  property  individually  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

BENEFITS  OF  THE  MILLS  ACT 

The  Mills  Act  provides  for  a  potential  50  percent  reduction  in  property  taxes  on  "qualified 
historical  properties"  in  exchange  for  the  owner's  agreement  to  maintain  and  preserve 
the  resource  in  accordance  with  standards  established  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Standards  for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties.  Qualified  historical  properties  are 
identified  as  designated  city  landmarks  pursuant  to  Article  10  of  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Code  and/or  structures  individually  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  -  the  official  federal  list  of  buildings,  structures,  districts,  sites  or  objects 
significant  in  American  history,  architecture,  archeology,  engineering  and  culture. 

The  Mills  Act  offers  a  major  preservation  incentive  to  owners  of  cultural  resources  that 
may  not  be  adequately  maintained,  may  have  structural  deficiencies,  or  may  be  in  need 
of  rehabilitation. 

MILLS  ACT  PROCESS 

•  Property  owners  or  designated  representatives  submit  to  the  Planning 
Department  a  completed  Mills  Act  application  packet.  Applications  consist  of: 

•  Mills  Act  application  form. 

•  Proposed  restoration  or  rehabilitation  plan. 

1 

N:\SHARBTECHSPEC\PresBunetJns\CurmntPresBull9tins\PresBulletin08MILLSACT.doc 


•  Proposed  maintenance  plan. 

•  Historical  property  contract  between  the  property  owner  and  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco. 

Once  a  Mills  Act  application  is  received,  the  matter  is  referred  to  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  (Landmarks  Board)  for  review  and  comment  and 
recommendation  to  the  Planning  Commission.  The  Landmarks  Board  will  review  and 
comment  on  the  restoration  or  rehabilitation  plan,  the  maintenance  plan,  and  may 
comment  on  the  "value"  of  the  property  as  an  historic  resource  to  determine  whether  the 
resource  is  "worth"  the  reduction  of  property  taxes. 

Following  the  Landmarks  Board's  recommendations,  the  Planning  Commission  will  hold 
a  public  hearing  to  review  the  Mills  Act  application  and  historical  property  contract.  Upon 
approval  by  the  Planning  Commission,  the  application  will  be  referred  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  its  review  and  approval  or  disapproval. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  shall  conduct  a  public  hearing  to  review  the  Planning 
Commission  recommendation,  information  provided  by  the  Assessor's  Office,  and  any 
other  information  the  Board  requires  in  order  to  determine  whether  it  is  in  the  public 
interest  to  enter  into  a  Mills  Act  historical  property  contract.  Upon  approval,  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  shall  authorize  the  Director  of  Planning  and  the  Assessor's  Office  to  execute 
the  historical  property  contract. 

HOW  THE  PROPERTY  TAX  SAVINGS  IS  CALCULATED 

The  Mills  Act  historical  property  contract  assessment  reduces  general  levy  property  taxes 
by  allowing  the  Tax  Assessor  to  evaluate  a  property  based  on  its  ability  to  generate 
income.  This  methodology  is  commonly  known  as  the  Income  Approach  to  value  and  is 
different  from  the  regular  method  of  assessment  known  as  the  Market  Approach.  In  the 
Market  Approach,  the  Assessor  uses  sales  comparisons  of  similar  properties  that  were 
appropriately  adjusted  for  differences  between  comparable  properties  and  the  subject 
property. 

In  the  Income  Approach,  after  a  Mills  Act  historical  property  contract  has  been  executed, 
the  Assessor  values  the  property  according  to  the  capitalization  of  income  whereby  the 
property's  potential  income  is  divided  by  a  pre-determined  capitalization  rate  to  determine 
the  new  assessed  property  value.  The  Income  Approach  can  potentially  reduce  the 
Market  Approach  assessment  by  as  much  as  50  percent. 

Mills  Act  contracts  remain  in  force  even  when  a  property  is  sold.  If  a  significant  jump  in 
assessed  value  results  from  the  resale  price,  the  property  tax  bill  remains  fixed  for  the  life 
of  the  contract.  This  is  based  upon  the  Tax  Assessor's  determination  of  the  assessed 
valuation  of  the  property  when  the  Mills  Act  contract  is  executed. 
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THE  TERMS  OF  THE  MILLS  ACT  HISTORICAL  PROPERTY  CONTRACT 


•  Mills  Act  contracts  must  be  made  for  a  minimum  of  ten  years  during  which  time 
the  owner  is  entitled  to  an  annual  reduction  in  property  taxes. 

•  Mills  Act  contracts  may  be  extended  annually  on  the  anniversary  date  of  the 
initial  ten-year  contract. 

•  The  City  must  monitor  the  provisions  of  the  contract  until  its  expiration. 

•  The  Planning  Department  in  consultation  with  the  Tax  Assessor's  office  will 
perform  yearly  inspections  of  the  historic  resource  to  verify  that  the  conditions 
of  the  Mills  Act  historical  property  contract  are  enforced. 

•  The  City  may  terminate  the  Mills  Act  contract  at  any  time  if  it  determines  that 
the  owner  is  not  complying  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  or  the  legislation. 

•  Fees  are  charged  for  the  City's  costs  to  process  and  administer  the  Mills  Act 
application  and  historical  property  contract,  including  a  fee  for  inspecting  the 
property  and  enforcing  the  contract.  The  fee  is  set  forth  in  Planning  Code 
Section  356(e). 

COMMUNITY  BENEFITS 

•  The  Mills  Act  represents  an  important  economic  incentive  for  property  owners 
of  qualified  historic  properties.  These  resources  contribute  greatly  to  the 
enhancement  of  San  Francisco's  special  architectural,  historic  and  aesthetic 
character. 

•  The  Mills  Act  makes  the  designation  of  local  landmarks  and  individual  listings 
of  properties  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  more  attractive  to 
owners  and  encourages  the  conservation  of  historical  resources. 

•  The  Mills  Act  can  heip  to  prevent  the  deterioration  of  historic  buildings  through 
owner  neglect.  Lower  property  taxes  make  the  sale  of  qualified  historic 
properties  more  attractive.  Because  income-based  valuation  reflects  the  actual 
use  of  the  property  rather  than  the  development  potential  of  the  land,  it  may 
make  preservation  of  single-family  houses  in  higher  density  districts  more 
feasible.  Other  preservation  incentives  available  to  owners  of  historic  properties 
are  detailed  in  Preservation  Bulletin  No.  6,  Preservation  Incentives. 

For  more  information  on  the  Mills  Act  program,  contact  the  Planning  Department  at  (415) 
558-6377. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 
MILLS  ACT  APPLICATION  FORM 


General  Instructions: 

The  Mills  Act  authorizes  local  governments  to  enter  into  contracts  with  owners  of  private 
historical  property  who  will  rehabilitate,  restore,  preserve,  and  maintain  a  "qualified 
historical  property."  For  purposes  of  the  Mills  Act,  a  qualified  historical  property  is  a 
privately  owned  property  that  is  not  exempt  from  property  taxation  and  which  is  one 
and/or  both  of  the  following:  s 

•  Individually  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

•  Designated  as  a  San  Francisco  Landmark  pursuant  to  Article  10  of  the 
Planning  Code. 

An  owner,  or  an  authorized  agent  of  an  owner  of  a  qualified  historical  property 
may  submit  an  application  for  a  Mills  Act  historical  property  contract  to  the 
Planning  Department  on  the  form  below  and  a  fee  as  set  forth  in  Planning  Code 
Section  356(e).  This  fee  covers  the  first  four  hours  of  Planning  Department  staff 
time.  A  time  and  materials  fee  may  later  be  assessed  as  set  forth  in  Planning  Code 
Section  350(c). 


A.  QUALIFIED  HISTORICAL  PROPERTY  INFORMATION 


Property  Name:  

Historic  Name  (if  known):. 
Address  of  Property:  

Cross  Streets:  


Block  and  Lot  of  Property:  ;  

Owner:  (Phone  #)  

B.  EVIDENDCE  THAT  PROPERTY  IS  A  QUALIFIED  HISTORICAL 

PROPERTY 

Is  property  individually  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places?  If  so,  please  attach  evidence  of 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  listing  and  National  Register  Status  Code  assigned  to  the  property. 

Evidence  of  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  listing:  (attached) 

Evidence  of  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  rating:  (attached) 
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Is  property  a  designated  San  Francisco  Landmark?  If  so,  please  attach  evidence  of  San  Francisco 
Landmark  designation. 

San  Francisco  Landmark  Name:  (attached) 

San  Francisco  Landmark  Number:  (attached) 


C.  PRESENT  PHYSICAL  CONDITION  OF  PROPERTY 


Please  provide  a  description  of  the  present  physical  condition  of  the  property.  What  type  of  work  is 
needed  to  ensure  its  long-term  preservation  and  maintenance?  Please  attach  photos  or  other  evidence 
to  convey  present  physical  condition.  


D.  REHABILITATION,  RESTORATION  AND  PRESERVATION  WORK  TO  BE  PERFORMED 


Please  provide  an  explanation  of  the  nature  and  cost  of  rehabilitation,  restoration  and  preservation  work 
to  be  performed  on  the  property.  Please  attach  cost  estimates,  architectural  drawings  or  other  evidence 
to  explain  work  to  be  perfonned.  
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E.  MAINTENANCE  WORK  TO  BE  PERFORMED 


Please  outline  plans  for  the  continued  maintenance  of  the  property. 


F.  APPLICANT'S  AFFIDAVIT 


Under  penalty  of  perjury,  I,  the  applicant,  declare  that  I  am  the  owner  or  authorized  agent  of  the  owner(s)  of 
this  property,  and  that  the  information  presented  is  true  and  correct  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge. 

Signed:  


(Print  Name  of  Applicant  in  Full) 
Date:   

Please  return  this  form  to: 

Preservation  Coordinator 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


DO  NOT  WRITE  BELOW  THIS  LINE  -  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  INFORMATION 


1 .  Property  determined  eligible  for  Mills  Act?  Yes   No 

2.  Application  deemed  acceptable?   Yes   No 

3.  Additional  comments:  


January  2003 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
PRESERVATION  BULLETIN  NO.  6 

PRESERVATION  INCENTIVES 

INTRODUCTION 

First  and  foremost,  preservation  incentives  are  intended  to  encourage  property  owners  to 
repair,  restore,  or  rehabilitate  historic  resources  in  lieu  of  demolition.  While  San  Francisco 
offers  local  preservation  incentive  programs,  there  are  other  incentives  offered  through 
federal  and  state  agencies.  These  include  federal  tax  credits  for  rehabilitation  of  qualified 
historical  resources,  property  tax  abatement  programs,  alternative  building  codes,  and  tax 
deductions  for  preservation  easements.  Preservation  incentives  can  result  in  tangible 
benefits  to  property  owners. 

FINANCIAL  INCENTIVES 

1.  Property  Tax  Reduction.  The  Mills  Act  is  perhaps  the  best  preservation  incentive 
available  to  private  property  owners  in  San  Francisco.  Enacted  by  the  State  of  California 
in  1976,  the  Mills  Act  authorizes  local  governments  to  enter  into  contracts  with  owners  of 
privately  owned  historical  property  to  insure  its  rehabilitation,  restoration,  preservation  and 
long-term  maintenance.  In  return,  the  property  owner  enjoys  a  reduction  in  property  taxes 
for  a  given  period.  Mills  Act  contracts  have  the  net  effect  of  freezing  the  base  value  of  the 
property,  thereby  keeping  property  taxes  low.  The  City's  Mills  Act  enabling  legislation  was 
adopted  in  1996.  Owners  of  designated  San  Francisco  landmarks  and  buildings  listed 
individually  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  are  eligible  to  apply  for  a  Mills  Act 
contract.  For  more  information  on  the  Mills  Act,  see  Preservation  Bulletin  No.  8,  The  Mills 
Act. 

2.  Loans.  The  City  has  several  loan  programs  administered  through  the  Mayor's  Office  of 
Housing  (MOH)  and  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development  (MOED)  to  assist  in 
the  rehabilitation  of  residential  resources.  They  include: 

•  Community  Housing  Rehabilitation  Program  (CHRP).  These  loans  offer 
rehabilitation  funds  for  low-to  moderate-income,  owner-occupants  of  residential 
buildings.  Eligible  uses  of  the  funds  are  the  correction  of  San  Francisco  Housing 
Code  violations,  which  include  electrical,  plumbing,  termite,  dry  rot,  painting,  repair 
and  replacement  of  roofing,  window  and  necessary  upgrades  or  accessibility 
modification  of  kitchens  and  bathrooms.  Some  projects  may  be  eligible  for  additional, 
adjunct  program  funding  for  lead  paint  remediation  or  earthquake  hazard  retrofit  of 
specific  structures.  Eligible  properties  must  be  one  or  two  units  with  the  owner  of  title 
living  in  one  of  the  units. 

•  Code  Enforcement  Rehabilitation  Fund  (CERF).  The  CERF  program  offers  a 
hardship  loan  for  a  minimum  of  $250  and  maximum  of  $15,000  to  correct  any 
conditions,  which  the  City  has  determined  in  violation  of  the  existing  building  code. 
Priority  consideration  is  given  to  those  conditions  considered  to  be  a  health  or  safety 
issue. 
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•    Unreinforced  Masonry  Building  (UMB)  Loans.  In  1992,  San  Francisco  voters 

authorized  the  issuance  of  $350  million  in  bonds  to  make  loans  available  to  owners  of 
UMB  buildings.  From  that  amount,  $150  million  was  set  aside  for  low-interest  loans  at 
2.5  percent  to  retrofit  buildings  containing  affordable  housing.  The  remaining  $200 
million  was  used  to  retrofit  all  other  types  of  UMBs. 

For  more  information  on  the  residential  rehabilitation  loan  programs,  contact  the  Mayor's 
Office  of  Housing  at  252-3177.  For  additional  information  on  the  UMB  program,  contact 
the  Seismic  Safety  Section  of  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  at  (415)  558-6083. 
For  questions  regarding  the  UMB  Bond  Loan  Program,  contact  the  UMB  Seismic  Safety 
Loan  Program  Administrator  at  (415)  554-6936  and  see  Preservation  Bulletin  No.  3, 
Review  Process  for  the  Seismic  Retrofit  of  Unreinforced  Masonry  Buildings. 

3.  Federal  Tax  Credits.  The  Federal  Historic  Preservation  Tax  Incentives  program  is 
one  of  the  nation's  most  successful  and  cost-effective  community  revitalization  programs. 
The  20%  Rehabilitation  Tax  Credit  is  available  for  buildings  that  are  National  Historic 
Landmarks,  listed  in  the  National  Register  and  that  contribute  to  National  Register 
Historic  Districts  and  certain  local  historic  districts.  To  qualify,  properties  must  be  income 
producing  and  must  be  rehabilitated  according  to  standards  set  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior.  The  20%  Rehabilitation  Tax  Credit  applies  to  any  project  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  designates  a  certified  rehabilitation  of  a  certified  historic 
structure.  The  20%  credit  is  available  for  properties  rehabilitated  for  commercial, 
industrial,  agricultural,  or  rental  residential  purposes,  but  it  is  not  available  for  properties 
used  exclusively  as  the  owner's  private  residence. 

4.  Tax  Deduction  for  Preservation  Easements.  One  of  the  oldest  strategies  for  historic 
preservation  is  an  historic  preservation  easement.  An  easement  insures  the  preservation 
of  a  property's  significant  architectural  and  natural  (if  any)  features  while  allowing  the 
owner  to  continue  to  occupy  and  use  the  property  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
easement.  A  preservation  easement  is  created  by  deed  and  is  typically  donated  or  sold 
to  a  public  or  private  preservation  organization.  Either  the  City  or  a  qualified  preservation 
group,  such  as  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage  can  hold  title  to  the  easement,  which 
allows  the  property  owner  a  one-time  tax  deduction  and  the  holder  has  the  right  to  review 
any  changes  to  features  covered  by  the  easement. 

5.  State  Historical  Building  Code  (SHBC).  This  alternative  building  code  seeks  to 
preserve  historic  buildings  by  providing  equivalent  life  safety  standards  for  repairs, 
alterations  and  additions  to  historic  buildings.  The  equivalent  measures  permitted  by  the 
code  are  more  sensitive  to  the  historic  conditions  of  a  building  than  standard  building 
codes.  The  renovation  of  historic  buildings  is  often  difficult  when  older  buildings  must 
meet  the  standards  of  modern  building  codes  (including  Uniform  Building  Code,  City 
Building  Code,  Fire  Code,  Plumbing  Code)  whose  regulations  are  designed  for 
contemporary  construction  technologies. 

The  SHBC  allows  flexibility  in  meeting  building  code  requirements  for  rehabilitated 
structures.  For  example,  a  choice  in  provisions  of  egress  and  other  fire-related 
precautions  is  allowed.  Generally,  building  owners  can  enjoy  substantial  cost  savings 
when  rehabilitating  an  historic  structure  by  using  the  SHBC.  The  SHBC  applies  to  any 
building,  site,  structure,  object,  district  or  collection  of  structures  and  their  associated 
sites  deemed  of  importance  to  the  history,  architecture,  or  culture  of  an  area  by  an 
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appropriate  local,  state  or  federal  governmental  jurisdiction. 

In  San  Francisco,  the  SHBC  applies  to  many  rated  cultural  resources.  These  include 
properties  listed  in  or  determined  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  the 
California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  and  officially  adopted  inventories  or  surveys  of 
historically  or  architecturally  significant  sites,  places  or  landmarks  such  as  those  listed  in 
Articles  10  and  11,  Here  Today  and  within  the  General  Plan  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco. 

Utilization  of  the  SHBC  can  help  ameliorate  proposed  adverse  effects  to  an  historic 
building  with  creative  solutions  that  achieve  the  health,  safety  and  welfare  requirements 
for  the  building's  occupants.  For  more  information,  contact  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection  at  558-6088. 

7.  Transfer  of  Development  Rights  (TDR's).  TDR's  are  an  effective  planning  tool  for 
redirecting  development  away  from  the  sites  of  historic  buildings  and  are  useful  in 
protecting  certain  historic  buildings  in  perpetuity.  Article  11  and  Section  128  of  the 
Planning  Code  detail  the  provisions  that  allow  for  the  transfer  of  unused  development 
rights  from  designated  significant  and  contributory  buildings.  These  TDR's  could  be 
transferred  to  any  parcel  or  parcels  within  the  same  zoning  district  if  the  height,  bulk,  and 
other  rules  of  the  Planning  Code  would  permit  the  increased  square  footage.  TDR's  from 
the  retail  and  office  districts  and  to  a  limited  extent  from  the  general  commercial  and 
support  districts  can  also  be  used  in  a  special  development  district  known  as  the  South  of 
Market  Extended  Preservation  District.  As  a  planning  tool,  TDR's  have  helped  the  City  in 
accommodating  orderly  growth  while  preserving  a  compact  downtown.  TDR's  provide 
property  owners  of  significant  and  contributory  buildings  economic  incentives  to  maintain 
these  cultural  resources. 

For  general  questions  or  comments  regarding  this  Preservation  Bulletin,  please  contact 
the  Planning  Department  at  558-6378. 


January  2003 
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LEGISLATIVE  ANALYST  REPORT 


From: 
Date: 
Re: 


Andrew  Murray,  Office  of  the  Legislative  Analyst 
October  5,  2005 

Financial  Incentives  for  Maintaining  Landmark  Trees  (OLA  No.  059-05) 


Summary  of  Requested  Action 


Report  on  all  possible  financial  incentives  -  including  but  not  limited  to  tax  credits,  rebates,  and 
subsidized  tree  care  -  for  residents  on  whose  property  landmark  trees  are  maintained. 


Urban  trees  provide  numerous  benefits  to  communities.  Some  cities  have  recognized  specific  trees  as 
particularly  meritorious  and  granted  them  special  protections.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  is  considering 
two  pieces  of  legislation  that  would  designate  some  trees  as  landmarks  and  offer  them  protections,  even 
if  they  are  located  on  private  property.  Both  pieces  of  legislation  would  make  it  illegal  for  any  person  to 
injure  or  destroy  a  landmark  tree. 

The  presence  of  a  landmark  tree  can  create  a  financial  burden  for  a  property  owner,  particularly  if  the 
tree's  protection  limits  site  development  options.  In  addition,  many  landmark  trees  will  be  large  and,  if 
unhealthy,  capable  of  collapsing  and  damaging  property  or  injuring  people.  Therefore,  property  owners 
will  also  be  responsible  for  properly  maintaining  the  trees,  which  can  be  expensive.  To  gain  the 
enthusiastic  participation  of  property  owners  in  the  landmark  tree  program  the  City  could  provide 
support  to  offset  some  of  the  burden  of  maintaining  these  trees.  A  number  of  options,  ranging  from 
property  tax  exemptions  to  subsidized  tree  care,  are  discussed  below. 


Urban  trees  provide  economic,  environmental,  and  social  benefits  to  communities.  Because  the  benefits 
extend  beyond  the  property  on  which  the  trees  are  situated,  local  government  agencies  have  acted  to 
grow  and  safeguard  this  resource.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  is  currently  considering  two  pieces  of 
legislation  addressing  tree  protection1.  Both  pieces  would  make  it  illegal  for  any  person  to  injure 
(including  through  negligence)  or  destroy  any  street  tree  or  any  tree  recognized  as  a  landmark,  except  if 
granted  a  permit  to  remove  the  tree  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works.  Depending  on  how  lenient  the 
granting  of  such  permits  is,  the  presence  of  a  landmark  tree  could  significantly  restrict  the  freedom  of  a 
property  owner  to  develop  their  site,  and  thereby  reduce  the  value  of  the  property.  In  addition,  to  limit 


'  Board  of  Supervisors  file  numbers  051458  and  050689. 


Executive  Summary 


Background 
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liability  relating  to  the  collapse  of  a  large  tree  and  to  avoid  claims  of  negligence  in  caring  for  the  tree, 
property  owners  will  likely  be  obligated  to  engage  in  regular  maintenance,  which  can  be  expensive2. 

The  City  should  cultivate  the  participation  of  private  property  owners  in  a  landmark  tree  program, 
potentially  through  mechanisms  such  as  public  education  on  the  benefits  of  landmark  and  urban  trees, 
technical  assistance  on  proper  tree  care,  and  programs  that  publicly  recognize  significant  and  well- 
maintained  trees  and  their  owners.  Many  cities  have  created  such  programs  in  connection  with  their  tree 
ordinances.  In  addition,  nonprofit  organizations  based  in  cities  throughout  the  country  also  provide 
financial  and  technical  assistance  to  residents  that  want  to  plant  or  maintain  urban  trees.  San  Francisco's 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest,  for  example,  helps  residents  plant  street  trees  by  obtaining  the  necessary 
permits,  providing  the  supplies,  selecting  and  purchasing  the  trees,  and  overseeing  actual  planting.  It  also 
educates  residents  about  tree  care  through  online  information,  pruning  workshops,  and  other  vehicles. 
Some  nonprofit  organizations,  including  California  ReLeaf,  provide  grants  to  community  based 
organizations  to  plant  trees  in  publicly  accessible  areas. 

In  addition,  the  City  should  consider  providing  financial  support  to  offset  some  of  the  burden  of 
maintaining  protected  trees.  The  City  has  few  financial  incentive  programs  from  which  to  borrow 
lessons.  Two  programs  that  do  provide  financial  incentives  or  support  to  promote  desired  behavior  or 
offset  the  burden  of  regulatory  requirements  are  the  residential  recycling  program  and  the  graffiti 
abatement  program.  The  recycling  program  allows  residents  to  reduce  their  refuse  rates  by  diverting  for 
free  an  unlimited  amount  of  material  for  recycling,  and  under  the  abatement  program  the  City  provides 
free  paint  to  residents  and  business  owners  that  are  required  to  remove  graffiti  from  their  property. 

Financial  Incentives /Compensation 

There  are  a  number  of  threats  to  the  success  of  the  landmark  tree  program3.  Many  are  addressed  by  the 
permitting  process  and  the  deterrent  of  the  enforcement  provisions  in  the  proposed  legislation.  Positive 
financial  incentives  could  also  play  a  role.  A  well-designed  incentive  or  compensation  program  directly 
rewards  people  for  performing  the  desired  activity  or  compensates  them  for  a  discrete  burden.  In 
addition,  it  minimizes  the  ability  of  nefarious  actors  to  game  or  defraud  the  system. 

Examples  from  Other  Jurisdictions 

Most  California  cities  have  adopted  ordinances  to  manage  trees  on  public  property  or  right-of-ways. 
However,  few  cities  have  programs  addressing  the  management  of  trees  on  private  property,  or  offering 
financial  support  for  the  maintenance  of  these  trees.  The  Office  of  the  Legislative  Analyst  (OLA)  was 
not  able  to  uncover  any  cases  in  which  cities  compensated  property  owners  for  development  restrictions 
due  to  landmark  tree  programs.  The  OLA  identified  two  rare  cases,  described  below,  in  which  cities 
subsidized  maintenance  activities. 


2  Annual  maintenance  costs  vary  depending  on  the  intensity  of  care  and  the  tree  species  and  maturity. 

3  There  are  four  main  threats  to  the  success  of  the  landmark  tree  program.  Property  owners  might  not  comply  with 
prohibitions  on  injuring  or  destroying  trees;  they  might  resist  designation  of  their  landmark  trees;  the  process  of 
permitting  the  removal  of  the  trees  might  be  too  lenient;  and  property  owners  might  not  sufficiently  maintain  the 
trees. 
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City  of  Santa  Cruz 


The  City  of  Santa  Cruz  operates  a  heritage  tree  grant  program  through  which  it  pays  50%  of  the  cost  of 
maintenance  (primarily  pruning  and  disease  control)  of  significant  trees  located  on  private  property.  A 
number  of  residents  have  made  use  of  the  program,  which  requires  that  the  property  owner  solicit  bids 
from  three  qualified  tree  care  firms  to  perform  the  work.  The  program,  which  was  funded  by  a  special 
appropriation  from  the  city  council  in  the  amount  of  $50,000  per  year,  has  been  temporarily  suspended 
due  to  recent  budget  constraints,  but  is  expected  to  resume  in  the  future. 

City  of  Visalia 

A  City  of  Visalia  ordinance  requires  that  residents  hire  tree  care  professionals  to  trim  their  oak  trees.  To 
compensate  for  this  burden,  the  City  operates  a  program  through  which  it  contracts  directly  with  a 
qualified  tree  care  firm  and  pays  the  full  cost  of  maintenance  activities  for  oak  trees  on  the  property  of 
low-income  homeowners.  The  budget  of  this  program  is  modest,  approximately  $5,000  annually,  which 
is  derived  from  fines  and  penalties  assessed  for  violations  of  the  tree  ordinance. 

Possible  Incentives 

Because  the  definition  of  a  landmark  tree  has  not  yet  been  established,  it  is  unclear  how  many  such  trees 
there  are  in  the  City,  and  therefore  hard  to  project  the  costs  associated  with  the  financial  incentives 
described  below.  By  definition,  landmark  trees  are  supposed  to  be  unusual,  so  it  is  reasonable  to 
assume  that  the  number  will  be  modest.  Paul  Sacamano  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  which  is 
responsible  for  maintaining  many  of  the  City's  street  trees,  estimates  that  there  might  be  as  many  as 
1,000  landmark  trees  on  private  property  throughout  the  City.  If  the  program  is  successful  in  promoting 
the  longevity  of  these  trees,  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  that  the  number  will  grow  over  time. 

If  the  City  desires  to  provide  financial  support,  it  should  explore  revenue  sources  beyond  the  General 
Fund.  Unfortunately,  most  federal  and  state  support  for  tree  planting  is  designated  specifically  for  trees 
on  public  lands,  and  therefore  would  not  likely  be  available  to  assist  private  property  owners.  The  City 
or  a  nonprofit  could  establish  a  donor  fund  to  collect  revenues  specifically  to  offset  costs  of  maintaining 
landmark  trees  for  private  property  owners.  A  species-specific  advocacy  organization  might  also  be 
willing  to  provide  funding  to  support  tree  maintenance.  One  incentive  described  below  would  require  the 
establishment  of  a  new  property  tax  assessment  to  provide  financial  support  to  the  urban  forest.  As  in 
the  case  of  Visalia,  the  City  could  limit  its  financial  support  through  any  of  the  mechanisms  described 
below  by  making  them  need  based. 

Subsidize  Maintenance 

As  illustrated  in  the  cases  of  Santa  Cruz  and  Visalia,  cities  can  subsidize  tree  maintenance.  Not  only 
would  this  reduce  the  cost  bom  by  the  tree  owner,  but  ensuring  proper  care  would  also  result  in 
increased  tree  life,  a  community  benefit.  In  both  cases  described  above,  private  companies  provide  the 
tree  care  services.  An  alternative  is  to  instead  direct  the  same  monetary  resources  to  augment  the 
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capacity  of  city  crews  that  already  care  for  street  or  park  trees  such  that  they  could  maintain  trees  on 
private  property.  Because  this  approach  might  create  a  potentially  significant  liability  for  the  City  and 
crowd  out  maintenance  of  trees  on  public  property,  it  would  have  to  be  carefully  examined.  Short  of 
actually  paying  for  tree  maintenance,  the  City  might  be  able  to  help  secure  lower  cost  services  from 
private  tree  care  firms  on  behalf  of  landmark  tree  owners  if  it  represented  all  owners  in  negotiating  group 
rates.  The  City  could  also  try  to  secure  reduced  rate  services  on  behalf  of  landmark  tree  owners  by 
designating  a  small  number  of  tree  care  firms  as  the  City's  "preferred  providers",  which  would 
presumably  have  spillover  benefits  for  the  firm  beyond  business  in  landmark  trees. 

Rebate  Property  Tax 

Depending  on  how  difficult  it  is  to  secure  a  permit  to  remove  a  landmark  tree  for  site  redevelopment,  the 
presence  of  a  landmark  tree  could  substantially  reduce  a  property  owner's  site  use  options,  and 
therefore  the  value  of  the  site.  An  annual  reduction  in  property  taxes  is  a  mechanism  through  which  the 
City  could  compensate  property  owners  for  this  loss,  although  it  is  unclear  what  amount  of  rebate  would 
be  appropriate.  One  shortcoming  of  this  approach  is  that  if  eligibility  for  the  rebate  were  granted  based 
simply  on  the  presence  of  a  landmark  tree,  it  would  provide  compensation  to  people  who  have  no 
ambition  of  redeveloping  their  lot,  and  therefore  might  be  an  inefficient  use  of  resources.  An  alternative 
to  a  substantial  rebate  meant  to  partially  offset  the  reduction  in  property  value  due  to  limited 
development  options  is  a  small  but  meaningful  rebate  intended  primarily  to  build  goodwill  with  program 
participants.  This  might  be  more  appropriately  implemented,  however,  through  the  department 
overseeing  the  landmark  tree  registration,  rather  than  the  assessor  or  treasurer/tax  collector. 

Assess  New  Tax  for  Landmark  Trees 

In  its  April  1,  2005  Recommendations  for  Strengthening  San  Francisco's  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance, 
the  Urban  Forest  Council  proposed  a  new  property  tax  assessment  for  the  urban  forest.  Property 
owners  would  be  exempted  from  the  tax  to  the  extent  that  they  have  significant  trees  on  their  property. 
This  is  similar  in  many  regards  to  the  property  tax  exemption,  except  that  as  a  new  tax  it  would  generate 
new  revenue,  opposed  to  the  rebate,  which  would  reduce  current  revenue. 

Subsidize  Maintenance  Supplies 

Beyond  maintenance  by  tree  service  professionals,  homeowners  can  take  many  steps  to  promote  the 
health  of  their  landmark  trees.  The  City  could  provide  subsidized  water  and  fertilizer  to  landmark  tree 
owners.  Regarding  fertilizer,  if  that  provided  by  the  City  were  nontoxic,  encouraging  its  use  by  residents 
would  have  the  added  benefit  or  reducing  stormwater  pollution  loading.  Bulk  purchasing  by  the  City 
could  allow  it  to  provide  residents  with  supplies  at  a  lower  cost  to  the  City  than  if  it  were  to  simply 
reimburse  residents  for  purchases  of  supplies  from  normal  retail  outlets,  assuming  the  cost  of  storing  the 
material  was  not  too  high.  Providing  water  bill  credits  would  require  inspection  and  monitoring,  which 
might  be  costly. 
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Eliminate  Fees  for  Permitted  Removal 


One  potential  cost  of  having  a  landmark  tree  is  that  of  undertaking  its  removal.  The  pending  pieces  of 
legislation  authorize  the  removal  permit  to  have  conditions  that  could  include  fees  for  the  replacement 
value  of  the  tree,  administrative  costs,  and  a  contribution  to  the  Adopt-A-Tree  Fund.  If  the  approval 
process  is  well  tuned  to  appropriately  allow  and  disallow  landmark  tree  removals,  the  fees  associated 
with  removal  might  be  of  limited  value  as  a  deterrent  and  an  undue  financial  burden.  Fines  associated 
with  violating  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  legislation  should  not  be  reduced  if  already  appropriately 
set,  of  course. 

Exempt  Property  Owners  from  other  Requirements 

One  means  of  remunerating  property  owners  for  reduced  flexibility  in  site  development  is  to  provide 
compensating  flexibility  regarding  other  site  development  restrictions,  such  as  setbacks,  etc.  However, 
policies  that  provide  indirect  compensation  such  as  this  are  prone  to  distortions  that  might  lead  to 
unintended  negative  consequences  that  exceed  the  initial  benefit  the  program  was  intended  to  provide. 

Facilitate  Tax  Deduction  through  Conservation  Land  Trust 

One  form  of  financial  compensation  that  the  City  could  help  facilitate  but  would  not  have  to  fund  is  an 
income  tax  deduction.  The  City  could  work  with  a  local  nonprofit  to  establish  a  conservation  land  trust 
to  which  private  property  owners  could  donate  an  easement  to  their  landmark  tree  and  the  land 
immediately  surrounding  it.  The  property  owner  might  then  be  able  to  deduct  the  value  of  the  easement 
(equal  to  the  loss  of  property  value  due  to  restricted  development  opportunities)  from  their  property 
taxes.  Additional  consultation  with  a  land  use  and  tax  attorney  and  appraiser  would  be  required  to 
explore  the  feasibility  of  this  option,  as  the  assessment  of  the  value  of  the  easement  would  be 
challenging.  The  nonprofit  would  bear  some  costs  as  it  would  be  required  to  regularly  monitor  the 
easement  to  make  sure  that  it  has  not  been  infringed  upon. 

Conclusion 

A  number  of  options  are  described  above  to  subsidize  routine  maintenance  activities.  If  it  is  difficult  to 
secure  a  permit  to  remove  a  landmark  tree,  the  primary  financial  cost  to  property  owners,  whether  it  is 
realized  or  not,  will  likely  be  the  restricted  freedom  to  redevelop  their  site.  Rather  than  develop  financial 
incentives  to  compensate  for  this,  a  more  effective  and  direct  remedy  would  be  a  carefully  designed 
permitting  process  that  is  appropriately  challenging,  coupled  with  a  requirement  that  the  property  ovsner 
take  appropriate  measures  to  compensate  for  a  landmark  tree's  removal  through  new  plantings  or  in  lieu 
fees,  as  incorporated  in  the  pending  legislation. 
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1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  and  ROLL  CALL.  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  10:10  a.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Griswold,  Habert,  Marks, 
Nervo,  Sherk,  Sacamano,  and  Sustarich.  Excused:  Members  Costello,  Miller  and 
Rodgers.  Absent:  Member  Cohen.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Francesca  Gessner  and 
Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Grace  Ma  were  in  attendance. 

2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  minutes  of  the  December  8,  2006  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke  and  second  by  Member  Nervo,  the 
December  8,  2006  Meeting  Minutes  were  adopted  without  objection.  (Absent:  Members 
Cohen,  Costello,  Miller  and  Rodgers)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the 

December  8,  2006  Regular  Meeting  httpV/sfqov.orq/site/sfenvironrnent  paqe.asp?id=5-|S16.) 

Member  Marks  discussed  his  remarks  noted  in  the  Minutes  (page  9)  in  reference  to 
requesting  legal  counsel  to  provide  a  written  opinion  clarifying  ownership  of  trees 
extending  onto  multiple  property  lines  and  advised  that  Deputy  Director  Assmann  had 
explained  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  does  not  have  a  budget  for  City  Attorney 
opinions  other  than  advice  received  at  meetings,  and  that  this  issue  should  be  pursued 
through  legislation  action.  Member  Marks  advised  that  he  would  be  in  touch  with 
Supervisor  Peskin.  Member  Marks  also  referenced  his  comments  on  page  17  and 
clarified  that  the  full  Board  has  to  approve  the  nomination  of  the  tree,  have  the 
nomination  forwarded  to  the  Council,  and  then  back  to  the  Board  for  adoption. 

3.  PRESENTATION:  Overview  of  the  City's  Proposed  Ten-Year  Capital  Plan. 

SPONSOR:   Member  Milton  Marks 
PRESENTERS:  Mr.  Brian  Strong,  Director,  and  Mr.  Adam  Van  de  Water,  Principal  Analyst, 

Capital  Planning  Program  General  Services  Administrator 

Member  Marks  advised  that  this  agenda  item  has  been  brought  forward  as  a  result  of  a 
Funding  Committee  discussion  on  accessing  City  funding  beyond  what  is  currently 
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available  primarily  through  either  Proposition  K  or  a  segment  of  the  General  Fund.  It 
was  stated  that  Mr.  Ben  Rosenfield,  Assistant  City  Administrator,  City  Administrator's 
Office  and  the  Committee  held  a  discussion  at  their  December  meeting  on  whether  there 
were  impediments  to  trees  and  urban  forestry  receiving  money  from  the  capital  budget. 
Member  Marks  indicated  that  Mr.  Rosenfield  advised  that  there  was  a  discussion  with 
the  City  Capital  Budget  group  to  make  this  a  reality,  and  that  a  representative  would 
attend  today's  meeting  to  talk  about  future  funding  possibilities. 

Mr.  Brian  Strong  discussed  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's  Capital  Planning 
Program  and  stated  that  the  City  has  prepared  and  adopted  a  10-year  capital 
expenditure  plan  for  the  first  time  in  modern  history,  and  this  is  the  second  year  of  the 
Plan.  An  overview  was  presented  on  topics  that  included:  (Explanatory  Document:  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco's  Capital  Planning  Program  Presentation  (PDF) 

http://web1  sfqov.org/site/uploadeclfiles/ltem%203CapitalPlanninqPresentation.pdf) 

•  The  Value  of  Capital  Planning  (Benefits  include  infrastructure  maintenance,  long- 
term  planning  with  other  agencies,  long-term  budget  prioritization,  and  voter 
confidence). 

•  Capital  Planning  Program  Defined  (10-Year  Plan,  Capital  Planning  Committee,  and 
Staffing).  Legislation  was  approved  in  October  2005  to  improve  how  the  City  plans 
for  its  capital  needs,  Administrative  Sections  3.20  and  3.21.  Efforts  are  being 
coordinated  to  improve  the  City's  ability  to  pass  bonds  and  manage  the  capital 
program. 

•  Improvements  during  the  Last  Year.  The  City  has  paid  more  attention  to  its 
infrastructure. 

•  Fiscal  Year  2008-17  Capital  Plan  -  Terms  (Deferred  Maintenance  Backlog  (items 
under-funded,  creating  a  backlog),  Annual  Renewal  Needs  (maintenance), 
Enhancements  (modernization,  improving  facilities),  Deferred  (no  money  is  currently 
identified  and  deferred  beyond  the  10-year  cycle),  Emerging  Needs  (significant 
programs  with  no  costs  identified  or  with  outstanding  policies,  e.g.  Great  Streets 
Program,  Better  Neighborhood  Plan). 

•  Summary  of  Major  Sources  and  Uses  for  FY  2008-17  (General  Fund  and  Enterprise 
Department  Programs). 

Mr.  Adam  Van  de  Water  stated  that  the  Plan's  objective  is  for  the  City  to  meet  its  annual 
capital  needs  by  2022,  e.g.,  keep  buildings  in  good  repair,  maintain  street  trees,  and 
issue  publicly  available  debt  to  fill  in  the  larger  capital  enhancements  without  raising  the 
City's  debt  level  or  raise  property  taxes.  An  overview  of  the  following  topics  was 
presented: 

•  Assumed  Financial  Constraints  (Renewals/Backlog,  Enhancements) 

»    10-Year  Capital  Plan  -  Proposed  Funding  for  General  Fund  and  Enterprise 
Departments. 

•  General  Fund  Renewal  Summary  (State  of  Good  Repair  Renewal  Investments,  that 
includes  approximately  $20  million  for  street  tree  maintenance  over  the  next  ten 
years) 

•  General  Fund  Enhancement  Summary  (Capital  Improvement  Investments).  The 
"Great  Streets"  right-of-way  improvements  area  has  a  lot  of  street  tree  maintenance 
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and  landscape  improvements.  This. area  shows  as  a  deferred  program  and  funds 
have  to  be  identified  (listed  as  $1 56  million). 

•  Debt  Program  Proposal.  Matching  funding  to  the  need  (program,  completion  date, 
financing  identification,  and  cost). 

•  Streets  &  Rights-of-Way  Summary.  Includes  street  tree  maintenance  total  of  $20 
million  over  the  Plan  total  broken  down  by  fiscal  year  and  Great  Streets  Program 
currently  deferred. 

•  Recreation  and  Parks  Summary 

•  10- Year  Capital  Plan  Update  Schedule.  Next  meetings  are  on  February  5,  12,  and 
26  at  noon  in  City  Hall,  Room  201. 

•  Fiscal  Year  2008  Capital  Budget  Schedule. 

Member  Marks  stated  that  he  has  heard  that  there  were  legal  restrictions  to  including  trees 
in  capital  planning  programs,  particularly  bond  funded  programs.  Mr.  Van  de  Water  stated 
that  the  Street  Tree  Maintenance  Program  was  not  included  in  the  first  year  of  the  Capital 
Plan  and  has  been  added  this  year  to  fully  fund  the  Sidewalks  Program,  which  is  closely 
related  to  street  trees.  Mr.  Strong  explained  that  street  tree  maintenance  funding  is  being 
derived  from  General  Fund  dollars  primarily.  The  funds  in  the  Capital  Plan  are  only  for  the 
first  five  years  that  the  trees  are  planted  and  then  would  revert  to  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  operating  budget  for  maintenance. 

Member  Marks  advised  that  the  Los  Angeles  City  Council  passed  a  Resolution  that  included 
trees  as  part  of  the  City's  infrastructure  and  suggested  that  the  Council  recommend  this  be 
done  for  San  Francisco  if  there  are  current  restrictions.  Mr.  Strong  stated  that  he  would 
report  back  to  the  Council  on  the  issue  of  capital  funding  and  trees,  but  indicated  that  there 
probably  is  no  issue  in  spending  renewal  dollars  on  trees. 

Member  Marks  inquired  as  to  when  the  Council  could  have  its  greatest  impact  on  the 
budget.   Mr.  Strong  stated  that  Council  Members  are  welcome  to  attend  or  send  a 
representative  to  the  Capital  Planning  Committee  meetings  to  address  concerns,  priorities 
and  interests  and  that  from  now  through  April  would  be  the  best  time  to  get  involved. 

Member  Sacamano  stated  that  the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  has  submitted  a  capital 
request  for  trees  last  year  and  is  included  this  year  in  the  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  their  staff 
has  gone  through  an  analysis  of  tree  maintenance,  irrigation  upgrades,  sidewalk  repair,  and 
all  Bureau  operations.  Member  Sacamano  explained  that  as  a  result  of  6-7  years  of 
planting,  additional  funding  would  be  required  for  maintenance.  It  was  stated  that  capital 
expenditures  would  be  a  good  way  to  bridge  the  gap  in  funding  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

4.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Redevelopment  Agency  Staff  presented  an  informational 
report  on  the  Transbay  Streetscape  and  Open  Space  Plan  (Explanatory  Document: 
Transbay  Streetscape  and  Open  Space  Plan  (HTML)  http://www.sfgov.orq/site/sfra  page  asp?id=44306 
and  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area  Streetscape  and  Open  Space  Concept  Plan 
distributed  in  Council  Meeting  (PPT) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/TransbavZGFOpenSpaceStreetscapePlan.ppt  . 

SPONSOR:   Member  David  Habert 
PRESENTER:  Mr.  Michael  Grisso,  Senior  Project  Manager,  Redevelopment  Agency 
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Member  Habert  explained  that  a  significant  amount  of  Redevelopment  Agency  work  is  in  the 
southeast  quadrant  of  the  City,  a  largely  industrial  warehouse  dry  dock  railroad  area.  The 
Plan  calls  for  putting  in  infrastructure,  sidewalks,  trees,  parks,  and  things  that  people  can 
enjoy  that  would  make  it  a  habitable  place.  It  was  stated  that  in  future  months,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  staff  would  be  speaking  to  the  Council  about  the  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard  and  South  of  Market  projects  as  they  are  planting  a  lot  of  trees  as  part  of  the 
projects. 

Mr.  Grisso  explained  that  the  Transbay  Streetscape  and  Open  Space  Plan  had  been 
embarked  upon  as  part  of  their  comprehensive  planning  process  in  the  Transbay 
Redevelopment  Project  area.  The  Redevelopment  Commission  approved  the  Plan  in 
November  of  2006  and  Staff  is  rapidly  moving  toward  implementation.  Topics  that  were 
discussed  included  how  urban  forestry,  e.g.  parks  and  trees  fit  into  the  Plan.  Key  topics 
discussed  included: 

•  Project  Team:  key  members,  agency  partners,  and  design  team. 

•  Project  Area  that  includes  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  is  forty  acres  in  size 

•  Transbay  Zoning  Plan 

•  Design  Objectives 

•  Conceptual  Framework 

•  Sustainability  and  Accessibility 

•  Folsom  Street  neighborhood  main  street  plan,  Howard  &  Mission  Cross  Town 
Boulevards;  First  and  Fremont  Transit  Center  Connectors;  Second  Historic 
Connector,  Beale,  Main  &  Spear  Linear  Park  Streets,  Clementina  &  Tehama 
Pedestrian  Alleys. 

•  Transbay  Park 

•  Trees — reinforce  street  character  and  pedestrian  mobility 

•  Materials/Furnishings/Lighting 

•  Under  Freeway  Ramp 

•  Public  Art  and  Wayfinding 

•  Mobility 

•  Infrastructure 

Chair  Milne  asked  how  many  blocks  would  be  included  in  the  linear  park.  Mr.  Grisso  stated 
that  the  park  would  go  all  the  way  from  Harrison  Street  to  Mission  Street  (three  big  blocks). 
Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  hoped  that  the  Plan  did  not  include  London  Plane  trees  because 
they  are  not  good  in  the  spring  or  fall  seasons  and  have  a  mold  problem.  Mr.  Grisso  stated 
that  one  tree  is  a  London  Plane  tree  and  horticultural  and  planting  guidelines  would  be 
considered. 

Member  Blair  recommended  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  consider  tree  species  that 
could  have  future  landmark  tree  status  in  their  selection,  e.g.  a  tree  that  would  be  a  fast- 
growing  large  tree  with  a  significant  life  span  to  be  a  center-point,  highlight  of  the  park.  Mr. 
Grisso  stated  that  they  would  be  happy  to  look  at  proposals  at  this  time.  Member  Blair 
asked  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  consider  this  topic  at  a  future  meeting. 
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Member  Sherk  asked  if  there  was  an  opportunity  to  recommend  tree  selections  and 
suggested  creating  a  native  habitat  as  part  of  the  Plan.  Mr.  Grisso  stated  that  the  Plan 
could  be  amended,  but  that  they  had  looked  closely  as  to  what  trees  would  look  and  do  the 
best  in  the  project  area.  Member  Sherk  asked  if  any  of  the  land  is  on  fill  from  the  Bay.  Mr. 
Grisso  stated  that  almost  all  of  the  land  is.  Member  Sherk  recommended  looking  at  the  eco- 
system of  the  Bay  to  determine  appropriate  species  and  to  incorporate  the  past  history  of 
the  place  into  future  planning. 

Member  Sacamano  suggested  that  the  Council  work  with  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  on 
incorporating  an  Arbor  Day  celebration,  to  plant  a  memorial  tree,  and  landmark  it.  It  was 
recommended  that  larger  size  trees  such  as  coast  live  oaks  be  planted  along  the  boulevard, 
and  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  could  work  with  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  on 
this  effort.  Mr.  Grisso  stated  that  some  of  the  trees  on  Main  and  Beale  would  be  going  in 
soon  as  part  of  the  Rincon  Hill  project,  and  that  a  consistent  tree  type  to  link  the 
neighborhoods  would  be  a  good  idea. 

Member  Boss  recommended  planting  the  mildew-resistant  varieties  of  the  London  Plane 
tree.  It  was  stated  that  to  landmark  a  tree  that  was  just  planted  would  need  a  compelling 
reason  such  as  a  gift  tree  from  a  dignitary  or  something  cultural.  Member  Boss  stated  that 
in  time,  all  trees  that  have  been  planted  have  a  potential  to  achieve  landmark  status. 
Member  Blair  stated  that  in  order  to  achieve  a  landmark  quality  tree,  it  would  need  space 
and  soil  and  requested  that  a  sizable  tree  be  planted  as  part  of  the  Plan. 

5.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  heard  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  recommendation  for  a  tree  nominated  for  landmark  tree  status  at  the  following 
address: 

Coast  Live  Oak  (Quercus  agrifolia)  at  22-26  Rosemont  Terrace 

(Explanatory  Documents:  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/DPWcoastliveoak22Rosemont.pdf  ,  pictures,  parcel  map,  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/picturesparcelmap(1).PDF,  evaluation  forms  (Word) 
http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/GMaevaluationform  doc  http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/GMaevaluationform  doc. 
012607MtgMark  Sustarich  Evaluation  Form  community  support  letters  (PDF).  0l2607Mtu  Da\id  Habert 
Evaluation  Form  and  written  Summary  (Word)  Q12607Mtg  Written  Summary  Mike  Boss  ). 

Member  Boss  stated  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  voted  to  recommend  landmark  tree 
status  for  the  Coast  Live  Oak  and  presented  a  report  of  findings  (see  written  summary 
explanatory  document  above).  Additional  findings  were  added  to  support  landmark  tree 
nominations  (1)  neighborhood  appreciation;  (2)  prominent  landscape  feature;  and  (3) 
believed  to  be  of  historical  value. 

Public  Comment  in  Support: 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Marty  Osborne,  Landscape  Gardener,  stated  that  the  subject  tree  is 
one  of  seven  native  trees  in  a  grove  of  trees  that  are  important  to  the  grove,  described  the 
wildlife  habitat,  its  visibility,  and  its  beauty. 
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Public  Comment:  Mr.  Jared  Braiterman,  neighbor  of  the  tree  and  of  Mr.  Osborne  stated  that 
they  have  estimated  that  the  tree  is  70-foot  tall  with  a  140-foot  canopy,  12-foot 
circumference  that  is  believed  to  pre-date  settlement  in  the  Mission  Dolores  area.  It  was 
stated  that  the  tree  from  a  historical  and  wildlife  perspective  is  an  incredibly  unique  and 
valuable  tree  that  provides  benefits  for  local  neighbors  and  to  the  city  and  region.  There  is 
wide  support  for  the  tree  including  the  owner  who  also  agreed  to  sponsor  the  landmarking  of 
the  tree. 

Member  Blair  objected  to  emphasizing  that  the  tree  is  a  San  Francisco  native  and  indicated 
that  there  are  12-inch  long  cracks  in  most  of  the  trunks.  Member  Boss  objected  to  striking 
the  San  Francisco  native  language  from  the  findings.  No  motion  was  made  to  amend  the 
findings.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  advised  that  the  evaluation  forms  do  not  mention  the 
cracks,  and  that  she  had  not  seen  the  cracks  when  evaluating  the  tree.  Member  Blair 
inquired  about  the  building  to  the  rear  of  the  property  that  may  be  torn  down  and  asked  if  it 
would  affect  the  tree.  Mr.  Osborne  stated  that  it  is  not  certain  that  the  building  would  be  torn 
down  and  that  the  issue  should  be  to  protect  the  tree. 

Member  Sacamano  stated  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  strongly  supports  the 
landmarking  of  the  tree. 

VOTE:  Approved 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion,  the  Council  voted  to  approve  the  nomination  and 
adopted  written  findings  to  support  its  decision  to  forward  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Upon 
Motion  by  Member  Boss  and  second  by  Member  Sacamano,  the  Council  approved  the 
nomination  of  the  coast  live  oak  without  objection.  (Absent:  Members  Cohen,  Costello, 
Miller,  and  Rodgers) 

Chair  Milne  asked  that  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  advise  the  Council  when  the  Board 
Committee  or  Board  of  Supervisors  will  be  hearing  this  item.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  asked  that 
the  Council  consider  that  the  landmark  tree  process  be  streamlined  by  hearing  from  the 
public  and  then  the  Council  taking  a  vote  and  having  Council  discussion  only  if  requested. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  advised  that  this  particular  tree  does  not  receive  180-day 
protection  because  a  Department  Head  nomination  does  not  receive  protection  status. 

Items  6  and  10  were  heard  together. 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  Proposed  amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  17- 
06  (Amendment  to  Public  Works  Code  -  Section  801,  landmark  trees,  significant  trees,  and 
penalties  for  violations  Ordinance).  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  vote  on  proposing 
amendments  to  the  Ordinance. 

SPONSOR:  Chair  Terry  Milne 
SPEAKERS:  Chair  Terry  Milne  and  Deputy  City  Attorney  Alicia  Cabrera 
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10.  DISCUSSION:   180-Day  Landmark  Tree  Protection  Process  as  it  relates  to  the  Valley  Oak 
Tree  at  2830  25  th  Street. 

SPONSOR/PRESENTER:  Member  Mike  Boss 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  had  asked  Deputy  City  Attorney  Cabrera  to  prepare  a  Resolution 
for  the  Council  to  consider  that  would  avoid  situations  such  as  the  valley  oak  tree  being  cut 
down  at  2830  25th  Street  after  the  180-day  landmark  tree  protection  expired  and  before  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  had  an  opportunity  to  designate  the  tree  for  landmark  status 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  (Word) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ltem6DraftResolutionRulesofOrder.doc.) . 

Member  Sacamano  recommended  that  the  Council  consider  amendments  to  the  Ordinance 
at  a  future  meeting  and  supported  this  Resolution  to  amend  the  Rules  of  Order,  but 
indicated  it  was  only  part  of  the  solution.  One  recommended  amendment  would  be  for 
Department  Directors  to  also  have  the  automatic  180-day  protection.  Chair  Milne  suggested 
that  the  Planning  Committee  prepare  a  list  of  recommended  amendments  to  bring  back  to 
the  Council  to  consider  at  a  future  meeting.  Member  Sacamano  recommended  that  the 
Council  send  a  timeline  indicating  what  action  has  to  be  taken  along  with  the  approval 
Resolution  to  the  Board.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  indicated  that  she  is  preparing  an 
email  to  the  legislative  aides  explaining  the  process  and  confirmed  that  she  would  be  able  to 
include  a  timeline  with  future  Resolutions. 

Deputy  City  Attorney  Gessner  advised  that  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  office  is  in  the  process 
of  drafting  amendments  and  recommended  that  the  Council  initiate  a  process  with  his  office 
to  make  suggestions  or  proposals.  It  was  stated  that  this  Resolution  recommending 
amending  the  Rules  of  Order  would  be  a  simple  way  of  alerting  the  Board  to  prioritize  the 
designations.  Member  Blair  stated  that  she  is  not  clear  how  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  could 
automatically  calendar  an  item. 

Member  Blair  recommended  that  the  Council's  approval  of  a  landmark  tree  designation  be 
considered  an  automatic  approval  of  landmark  designation  if  the  Board  has  not  taken  action 
within  the  180-day  protection  period.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Gessner  stated  that  she  would 
research  the  legality  of  this  question  and  report  back  at  a  future  meeting.  Member  Sherk 
suggested  that  Deputy  City  Attorney  Gessner  provide  a  report  on  her  findings  to  the 
Planning  Committee.  Member  Boss  recommended  that  a  Supervisor  be  able  to  nominate  a 
tree  as  a  Department  Head  can  in  order  to  streamline  the  process.  Member  Sherk 
recommended  that  the  Planning  Committee  consider  Items  8  and  9  at  a  future  meeting  as 
part  of  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  amendments. 

Item  6  was  moved  to  the  Planning  Committee  to  consider  proposed  amendments  to  bring 
back  to  the  Council  for  approval  at  a  future  meeting. 

VOTE:  Approved 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke  and  second  by  Member  Sustarich,  the  Resolution  urging 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  amend  its  Rules  of  Order  to  provide  that  approved  landmark 
tree  nominations  automatically  be  calendared  for  hearing  before  the  appropriate  committee 
of  the  Board  was  approved.  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Members  Boss,  Griswold,  Habert,  Nervo. 
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Quirke,  Sherk,  Sacamano  and  Sustarich)  (NOE:  Member  Blair)  (Absent:  Members  Cohen, 
Costello,  Marks,  Miller,  and  Rodgers.) 

7.  DISCUSSION  and  POSSIBLE  ACTION:  Tree  Protection  Plan.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council 
will  discuss  and  possibly  vote  on  an  informational  letter  to  the  Planning  Commission  urging 
them  to  require  a  property  owner/applicant  to  submit  a  Tree  Protection  Plan  with  a  building 
application  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Informational  Letter  to  Planning  Commission) 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Member  AnMarie  Rodgers 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  Call  of  the  Chair. 

8.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Review  of  Landmark  Building  Incentives  and  How  it  May 
Apply  to  Landmark  Tree  Incentives  (Continued  from  the  December  8,  2006  Meeting). 
(Explanatory  Documents:  Preservation  Incentives  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2006/ltem10Preservationlnce  ) 

SPONSOR  and  PRESENTER:  Member  AnMarie  Rodgers 

Member  Sherk  recommended  that  the  Planning  Committee  include  landmark  tree  incentives 
in  their  discussion  of  possible  amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance. 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  Call  of  the  Chair. 

9.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Landmark  Tree  Incentives  Report.  The  Office  of  the 
Legislative  Analyst  produced  a  report  on  incentives  to  encourage  nomination  and 
designation  of  landmark  trees.  (Continued  from  the  December  8,  2006  Meeting.) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Legislative  Analyst  Report  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2006/item9OLAincentivesforlandmarktrees.pdf 

SPONSOR:  Member  Bonnie  Ora  Sherk 
PRESENTER:  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Grace  Ma 

Member  Sherk  recommended  that  the  Planning  Committee  include  landmark  tree  incentives 
in  their  discussion  of  possible  amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance. 

11.  INFORMATION:  Staff  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  reported  on  (1)  the 
success  of  the  Pruning  Workshop  that  was  held  on  December  13,  2006  and  thanked 
Member  Costello  for  working  on  the  Standards  and  on  his  presentation  and  Member  Nervo 
for  helping  to  secure  the  presentation  space;  (2)  three  landmark  tree  nominations  that  will  be 
heard  at  the  February  Landmark  Tree  Committee  and  full  Council  Meetings;  (3)  work  with 
legislative  aides  to  clarify  nomination  process;  (4)  meeting  with  Chair  Milne  and  Dan  Sider, 
Director  of  City  Greening  to  discuss  long-term  funding;  and  (5)  Department  of  the 
Environment  researching  grant  proposals  and  collaborating  with  the  Environmental  Justice 
System  to  leverage  the  two  project  areas'  funding  in  the  southeast  sector. 

12.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

Funding  Committee.  Chair  Terry  Milne  stated  that  the  Funding  Committee  did  not  meet  in 
January  and  indicated  that  the  most  recent  development  was  the  meeting  with  the  Director 
of  Greening  on  future  funding  possibilities.  The  next  Funding  Committee  meeting  will  be  on 
March  6,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 
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Planning  &  Policy  Committee.  Chair  Paul  Sacamano  stated  that  the  Planning  Committee  at 
their  January  18  meeting  discussed  the  prioritized  recommendations  from  the  Urban  Forest 
Plan  with  the  intent  to  pull  out  specific  objectives  that  could  be  accomplished  in  the  near 
term  for  the  Funding  or  Planning  Committees  to  pursue.  A  discussion  was  held  on 
potentially  adding  to  the  tree  species  list  and  putting  it  into  an  educational  format.  The  need 
for  landmark  tree  legislation  amendments  was  also  discussed.  The  next  meeting  will  be  on 
February  15,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

Landmark  Tree  Committee.  Chair  Mike  Boss  stated  that  at  the  January  9  meeting,  the 
Committee  had  discussed  (1)  issues  with  trees  that  exist  at  or  near  two  different  property 
lines  in  regards  to  legal  and  property  rights,  impact  on  construction  projects,  and  potentially 
political  issues;  (2)  improvements  to  the  evaluation  form;  and  (3)  outreach  programs  for  the 
nomination  process.  The  next  meeting  will  be  on  February  13,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421. 

13.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  There  were  no 
announcements  made  at  this  time. 

14.  INFORMATION:  New  Business.  Member  Blair  (1)  recommended  that  the  Council 
investigate  the  history  of  the  few  existing  large  trees  in  San  Francisco  and  (2)  advised  that 
the  Director  of  Greening  would  be  speaking  at  SPUR  on  livable  cities  and  other  related 
topics. 

15.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public 
comment  at  this  time. 

16.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  12:46  p.m. 

The  next  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  February  27,  2007 
at  5:30  p.m.,  Room  416,  City  Hall. 


Respectfully  submitted  by, 


Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 
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1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  and  ROLL  CALL.  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  10:10  a.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Griswold,  Habert,  Marks, 
Nervo,  Sherk,  Sacamano,  and  Sustarich.  Excused:  Members  Costello,  Miller  and 
Rodgers.  Absent:  Member  Cohen.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Francesca  Gessner  and 
Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Grace  Ma  were  in  attendance. 

2.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  minutes  of  the  December  8,  2006  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke  and  second  by  Member  Nervo,  the 
December  8,  2006  Meeting  Minutes  were  adopted  without  objection.  (Absent:  Members 
Cohen,  Costello,  Miller  and  Rodgers)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the 

December  8,  2006  Regular  Meeting  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironnnent  oage.asp?id=51616.) 

Member  Marks  discussed  his  remarks  noted  in  the  Minutes  (page  9)  in  reference  to 
requesting  legal  counsel  to  provide  a  written  opinion  clarifying  ownership  of  trees 
extending  onto  multiple  property  lines  and  advised  that  Deputy  Director  Assmann  had 
explained  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  does  not  have  a  budget  for  City  Attorney 
opinions  other  than  advice  received  at  meetings,  and  that  this  issue  should  be  pursued 
through  legislation  action.  Member  Marks  advised  that  he  would  be  in  touch  with 
Supervisor  Peskin.  Member  Marks  also  referenced  his  comments  on  page  17  and 
clarified  that  the  full  Board  has  to  approve  the  nomination  of  the  tree,  have  the 
nomination  forwarded  to  the  Council,  and  then  back  to  the  Board  for  adoption. 

3.  PRESENTATION:  Overview  of  the  City's  Proposed  Ten-Year  Capital  Plan. 

SPONSOR:   Member  Milton  Marks 
PRESENTERS:  Mr.  Brian  Strong,  Director,  and  Mr.  Adam  Van  de  Water,  Principal  Analyst, 

Capital  Planning  Program  General  Services  Administrator 

Member  Marks  advised  that  this  agenda  item  has  been  brought  forward  as  a  result  of  a 
Funding  Committee  discussion  on  accessing  City  funding  beyond  what  is  currently 
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available  primarily  through  either  Proposition  K  or  a  segment  of  the  General  Fund.  It 
was  stated  that  Mr.  Ben  Rosenfield,  Assistant  City  Administrator,  City  Administrator's 
Office  and  the  Committee  held  a  discussion  at  their  December  meeting  on  whether  there 
were  impediments  to  trees  and  urban  forestry  receiving  money  from  the  capital  budget. 
Member  Marks  indicated  that  Mr.  Rosenfield  advised  that  there  was  a  discussion  with 
the  City  Capital  Budget  group  to  make  this  a  reality,  and  that  a  representative  would 
attend  today's  meeting  to  talk  about  future  funding  possibilities. 

Mr.  Brian  Strong  discussed  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's  Capital  Planning 
Program  and  stated  that  the  City  has  prepared  and  adopted  a  10-year  capital 
expenditure  plan  for  the  first  time  in  modern  history,  and  this  is  the  second  year  of  the 
Plan.  An  overview  was  presented  on  topics  that  included:  (Explanatory  Document:  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco's  Capital  Planning  Program  Presentation  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ltem%203CapitalPlanninqPresentation.pdf) 

•  The  Value  of  Capital  Planning  (Benefits  include  infrastructure  maintenance,  long- 
term  planning  with  other  agencies,  long-term  budget  prioritization,  and  voter 
confidence). 

•  Capital  Planning  Program  Defined  (10-Year  Plan,  Capital  Planning  Committee,  and 
Staffing).  Legislation  was  approved  in  October  2005  to  improve  how  the  City  plans 
for  its  capital  needs,  Administrative  Sections  3.20  and  3.21.  Efforts  are  being 
coordinated  to  improve  the  City's  ability  to  pass  bonds  and  manage  the  capital 
program. 

•  Improvements  during  the  Last  Year.  The  City  has  paid  more  attention  to  its 
infrastructure. 

•  Fiscal  Year  2008-17  Capital  Plan  -  Terms  (Deferred  Maintenance  Backlog  (items 
under-funded,  creating  a  backlog),  Annual  Renewal  Needs  (maintenance), 
Enhancements  (modernization,  improving  facilities),  Deferred  (no  money  is  currently 
identified  and  deferred  beyond  the  10-year  cycle),  Emerging  Needs  (significant 
programs  with  no  costs  identified  or  with  outstanding  policies,  e.g.  Great  Streets 
Program,  Better  Neighborhood  Plan). 

•  Summary  of  Major  Sources  and  Uses  for  FY  2008-17  (General  Fund  and  Enterprise 
Department  Programs). 

Mr.  Adam  Van  de  Water  stated  that  the  Plan's  objective  is  for  the  City  to  meet  its  annual 
capital  needs  by  2022,  e.g.,  keep  buildings  in  good  repair,  maintain  street  trees,  and 
issue  publicly  available  debt  to  fill  in  the  larger  capital  enhancements  without  raising  the 
City's  debt  level  or  raise  property  taxes.  An  overview  of  the  following  topics  was 
presented: 

•  Assumed  Financial  Constraints  (Renewals/Backlog,  Enhancements) 

•  10- Year  Capital  Pian  -  Proposed  Funding  for  General  Fund  and  Enterprise 
Departments. 

•  General  Fund  Renewal  Summary  (State  of  Good  Repair  Renewal  Investments,  that 
includes  approximately  $20  million  for  street  tree  maintenance  over  the  next  ten 
years) 

•  General  Fund  Enhancement  Summary  (Capital  Improvement  Investments).  The 
"Great  Streets"  right-of-way  improvements  area  has  a  lot  of  street  tree  maintenance 
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and  landscape  improvements.  This  area  shows  as  a  deferred  program  and  funds 
have  to  be  identified  (listed  as  $156  million). 

•  Debt  Program  Proposal.  Matching  funding  to  the  need  (program,  completion  date, 
financing  identification,  and  cost). 

•  Streets  &  Rights-of-Way  Summary.  Includes  street  tree  maintenance  total  of  $20 
million  over  the  Plan  total  broken  down  by  fiscal  year  and  Great  Streets  Program 
currently  deferred. 

•  Recreation  and  Parks  Summary 

•  10- Year  Capital  Plan  Update  Schedule.  Next  meetings  are  on  February  5,  12,  and 
26  at  noon  in  City  Hall,  Room  201. 

•  Fiscal  Year  2008  Capital  Budget  Schedule. 

Member  Marks  stated  that  he  has  heard  that  there  were  legal  restrictions  to  including  trees 
in  capital  planning  programs,  particularly  bond  funded  programs.  Mr.  Van  de  Water  stated 
that  the  Street  Tree  Maintenance  Program  was  not  included  in  the  first  year  of  the  Capital 
Plan  and  has  been  added  this  year  to  fully  fund  the  Sidewalks  Program,  which  is  closely 
related  to  street  trees.  Mr.  Strong  explained  that  street  tree  maintenance  funding  is  being 
derived  from  General  Fund  dollars  primarily.  The  funds  in  the  Capital  Plan  are  only  for  the 
first  five  years  that  the  trees  are  planted  and  then  would  revert  to  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  operating  budget  for  maintenance. 

Member  Marks  advised  that  the  Los  Angeles  City  Council  passed  a  Resolution  that  included 
trees  as  part  of  the  City's  infrastructure  and  suggested  that  the  Council  recommend  this  be 
done  for  San  Francisco  if  there  are  current  restrictions.  Mr.  Strong  stated  that  he  would 
report  back  to  the  Council  on  the  issue  of  capital  funding  and  trees,  but  indicated  that  there 
probably  is  no  issue  in  spending  renewal  dollars  on  trees. 

Member  Marks  inquired  as  to  when  the  Council  could  have  its  greatest  impact  on  the 
budget.  Mr.  Strong  stated  that  Council  Members  are  welcome  to  attend  or  send  a 
representative  to  the  Capital  Planning  Committee  meetings  to  address  concerns,  priorities 
and  interests  and  that  from  now  through  April  would  be  the  best  time  to  get  involved. 

Member  Sacamano  stated  that  the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  has  submitted  a  capital 
request  for  trees  last  year  and  is  included  this  year  in  the  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  their  staff 
has  gone  through  an  analysis  of  tree  maintenance,  irrigation  upgrades,  sidewalk  repair,  and 
all  Bureau  operations.  Member  Sacamano  explained  that  as  a  result  of  6-7  years  of 
planting,  additional  funding  would  be  required  for  maintenance.  It  was  stated  that  capital 
expenditures  would  be  a  good  way  to  bridge  the  gap  in  funding  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

4.   INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Redevelopment  Agency  Staff  presented  an  informational 
report  on  the  Transbay  Streetscape  and  Open  Space  Plan  (Explanatory  Document: 
Transbay  Streetscape  and  Open  Space  Plan  (HTML)  http://www.sfgov.org/site/sfra  page  asp?id=44306 
and  Transbay  Redevelopment  Project  Area  Streetscape  and  Open  Space  Concept  Plan 
distributed  in  Council  Meeting  (PPT) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/TransbavZGFOpenSpaceStreetscapePlan.ppt  . 

SPONSOR:   Member  David  Habert 
PRESENTER:  Mr.  Michael  Grisso,  Senior  Project  Manager,  Redevelopment  Agency 
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Member  Habert  explained  that  a  significant  amount  of  Redevelopment  Agency  work  is  in  the 
southeast  quadrant  of  the  City,  a  largely  industrial  warehouse  dry  dock  railroad  area.  The 
Plan  calls  for  putting  in  infrastructure,  sidewalks,  trees,  parks,  and  things  that  people  can 
enjoy  that  would  make  it  a  habitable  place.  It  was  stated  that  in  future  months,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  staff  would  be  speaking  to  the  Council  about  the  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard  and  South  of  Market  projects  as  they  are  planting  a  lot  of  trees  as  part  of  the 
projects. 

Mr.  Grisso  explained  that  the  Transbay  Streetscape  and  Open  Space  Plan  had  been 
embarked  upon  as  part  of  their  comprehensive  planning  process  in  the  Transbay 
Redevelopment  Project  area.  The  Redevelopment  Commission  approved  the  Plan  in 
November  of  2006  and  Staff  is  rapidly  moving  toward  implementation.  Topics  that  were 
discussed  included  how  urban  forestry,  e.g.  parks  and  trees  fit  into  the  Plan.  Key  topics 
discussed  included: 

•  Project  Team:  key  members,  agency  partners,  and  design  team. 

•  Project  Area  that  includes  the  Transbay  Terminal  and  is  forty  acres  in  size 

•  Transbay  Zoning  Plan 

•  Design  Objectives 

•  Conceptual  Framework 

•  Sustainability  and  Accessibility 

•  Folsom  Street  neighborhood  main  street  plan,  Howard  &  Mission  Cross  Town 
Boulevards;  First  and  Fremont  Transit  Center  Connectors;  Second  Historic 
Connector,  Beale,  Main  &  Spear  Linear  Park  Streets,  Clementina  &  Tehama 
Pedestrian  Alleys. 

•  Transbay  Park 

•  Trees — reinforce  street  character  and  pedestrian  mobility 

•  Materials/Furnishings/Lighting 

•  Under  Freeway  Ramp 

•  Public  Art  and  Wayfinding 

•  Mobility 

•  Infrastructure 

Chair  Milne  asked  how  many  blocks  would  be  included  in  the  linear  park.  Mr.  Grisso  stated 
that  the  park  would  go  all  the  way  from  Harrison  Street  to  Mission  Street  (three  big  blocks). 
Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  hoped  that  the  Plan  did  not  include  London  Plane  trees  because 
they  are  not  good  in  the  spring  or  fall  seasons  and  have  a  mold  problem.  Mr.  Grisso  stated 
that  one  tree  is  a  London  Plane  tree  and  horticultural  and  planting  guidelines  would  be 
considered. 

Member  Blair  recommended  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  consider  tree  species  that 
could  have  future  landmark  tree  status  in  their  selection,  e.g.  a  tree  that  would  be  a  fast- 
growing  large  tree  with  a  significant  life  span  to  be  a  center-point,  highlight  of  the  park.  Mr. 
Grisso  stated  that  they  would  be  happy  to  look  at  proposals  at  this  time.  Member  Blair 
asked  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  consider  this  topic  at  a  future  meeting. 
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Member  Sherk  asked  if  there  was  an  opportunity  to  recommend  tree  selections  and 
suggested  creating  a  native  habitat  as  part  of  the  Plan.  Mr.  Grisso  stated  that  the  Plan 
could  be  amended,  but  that  they  had  looked  closely  as  to  what  trees  would  look  and  do  the 
best  in  the  project  area.  Member  Sherk  asked  if  any  of  the  land  is  on  fill  from  the  Bay.  Mr. 
Grisso  stated  that  almost  all  of  the  land  is.  Member  Sherk  recommended  looking  at  the  eco- 
system of  the  Bay  to  determine  appropriate  species  and  to  incorporate  the  past  history  of 
the  place  into  future  planning. 

Member  Sacamano  suggested  that  the  Council  work  with  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  on 
incorporating  an  Arbor  Day  celebration,  to  plant  a  memorial  tree,  and  landmark  it.  It  was 
recommended  that  larger  size  trees  such  as  coast  live  oaks  be  planted  along  the  boulevard, 
and  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  could  work  with  Redevelopment  Agency  staff  on 
this  effort.  Mr.  Grisso  stated  that  some  of  the  trees  on  Main  and  Beale  would  be  going  in 
soon  as  part  of  the  Rincon  Hill  project,  and  that  a  consistent  tree  type  to  link  the 
neighborhoods  would  be  a  good  idea. 

Member  Boss  recommended  planting  the  mildew-resistant  varieties  of  the  London  Plane 
tree.  It  was  stated  that  to  landmark  a  tree  that  was  just  planted  would  need  a  compelling 
reason  such  as  a  gift  tree  from  a  dignitary  or  something  cultural.  Member  Boss  stated  that 
in  time,  all  trees  that  have  been  planted  have  a  potential  to  achieve  landmark  status. 
Member  Blair  stated  that  in  order  to  achieve  a  landmark  quality  tree,  it  would  need  space 
and  soil  and  requested  that  a  sizable  tree  be  planted  as  part  of  the  Plan. 

5.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  heard  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  recommendation  for  a  tree  nominated  for  landmark  tree  status  at  the  following 
address: 

Coast  Live  Oak  (Quercus  agrifolia)  at  22-26  Rosemont  Terrace 

(Explanatory  Documents:  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form  (PDF) 

http.7/sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/DPWcoastliveoak22Rosemont.pdf  ,  pictures,  parcel  map,  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/picturesparcelmap(1).PDF,  evaluation  forms  (Word) 
http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/GMaevaluationform  doc  http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/GMaevaluationform  doc. 
OI2607MtgMark  Sustarich  Evaluation  Form  community  support  letters  (PDF),  012607V1tg  David  Habert 
Evaluation  Form  and  written  Summary  (Word)  012607Mtg  Written  Summary  Mike  Boss  ). 

Member  Boss  stated  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  voted  to  recommend  landmark  tree 
status  for  the  Coast  Live  Oak  and  presented  a  report  of  findings  (see  written  summary 
explanatory  document  above).  Additional  findings  were  added  to  support  landmark  tree 
nominations  (1)  neighborhood  appreciation;  (2)  prominent  landscape  feature;  and  (3) 
believed  to  be  of  historical  value. 

Public  Comment  in  Support: 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Marty  Osborne,  Landscape  Gardener,  stated  that  the  subject  tree  is 
one  of  seven  native  trees  in  a  grove  of  trees  that  are  important  to  the  grove,  described  the 
wildlife  habitat,  its  visibility,  and  its  beauty. 
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Public  Comment:  Mr.  Jared  Braiterman,  neighbor  of  the  tree  and  of  Mr.  Osborne  stated  that 
they  have  estimated  that  the  tree  is  70-foot  tall  with  a  140-foot  canopy,  12-foot 
circumference  that  is  believed  to  pre-date  settlement  in  the  Mission  Dolores  area.  It  was 
stated  that  the  tree  from  a  historical  and  wildlife  perspective  is  an  incredibly  unique  and 
valuable  tree  that  provides  benefits  for  local  neighbors  and  to  the  city  and  region.  There  is 
wide  support  for  the  tree  including  the  owner  who  also  agreed  to  sponsor  the  landmarking  of 
the  tree. 

Member  Blair  objected  to  emphasizing  that  the  tree  is  a  San  Francisco  native  and  indicated 
that  there  are  12-inch  long  cracks  in  most  of  the  trunks.  Member  Boss  objected  to  striking 
the  San  Francisco  native  language  from  the  findings.  No  motion  was  made  to  amend  the 
findings.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  advised  that  the  evaluation  forms  do  not  mention  the 
cracks,  and  that  she  had  not  seen  the  cracks  when  evaluating  the  tree.  Member  Blair 
inquired  about  the  building  to  the  rear  of  the  property  that  may  be  torn  down  and  asked  if  it 
would  affect  the  tree.  Mr.  Osborne  stated  that  it  is  not  certain  that  the  building  would  be  torn 
down  and  that  the  issue  should  be  to  protect  the  tree. 

Member  Sacamano  stated  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  strongly  supports  the 
landmarking  of  the  tree. 

VOTE:  Approved 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion,  the  Council  voted  to  approve  the  nomination  and 
adopted  written  findings  to  support  its  decision  to  forward  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Upon 
Motion  by  Member  Boss  and  second  by  Member  Sacamano,  the  Council  approved  the 
nomination  of  the  coast  live  oak  without  objection.  (Absent:  Members  Cohen,  Costello, 
Miller,  and  Rodgers) 

Chair  Milne  asked  that  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  advise  the  Council  when  the  Board 
Committee  or  Board  of  Supervisors  will  be  hearing  this  item.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  asked  that 
the  Council  consider  that  the  landmark  tree  process  be  streamlined  by  hearing  from  the 
public  and  then  the  Council  taking  a  vote  and  having  Council  discussion  only  if  requested. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  advised  that  this  particular  tree  does  not  receive  180-day 
protection  because  a  Department  Head  nomination  does  not  receive  protection  status. 

Items  6  and  10  were  heard  together. 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  Proposed  amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  17- 
06  (Amendment  to  Public  Works  Code  -  Section  801,  landmark  trees,  significant  trees,  and 
penalties  for  violations  Ordinance).  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  vote  on  proposing 
amendments  to  the  Ordinance. 

SPONSOR:  Chair  Terry  Milne 
SPEAKERS:  Chair  Terry  Milne  and  Deputy  City  Attorney  Alicia  Cabrera 
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10.  DISCUSSION:   180-Day  Landmark  Tree  Protection  Process  as  it  relates  to  the  Valley  Oak 
Tree  at  2830  25  th  Street. 

SPONSOR/PRESENTER:  Member  Mike  Boss 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  had  asked  Deputy  City  Attorney  Cabrera  to  prepare  a  Resolution 
for  the  Council  to  consider  that  would  avoid  situations  such  as  the  valley  oak  tree  being  cut 
down  at  2830  25th  Street  after  the  180-day  landmark  tree  protection  expired  and  before  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  had  an  opportunity  to  designate  the  tree  for  landmark  status 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  (Word) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/ltem6DraftResoiutionRulesofOrder.doc). 

Member  Sacamano  recommended  that  the  Council  consider  amendments  to  the  Ordinance 
at  a  future  meeting  and  supported  this  Resolution  to  amend  the  Rules  of  Order,  but 
indicated  it  was  only  part  of  the  solution.  One  recommended  amendment  would  be  for 
Department  Directors  to  also  have  the  automatic  180-day  protection.  Chair  Milne  suggested 
that  the  Planning  Committee  prepare  a  list  of  recommended  amendments  to  bring  back  to 
the  Council  to  consider  at  a  future  meeting.  Member  Sacamano  recommended  that  the 
Council  send  a  timeline  indicating  what  action  has  to  be  taken  along  with  the  approval 
Resolution  to  the  Board.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  indicated  that  she  is  preparing  an 
email  to  the  legislative  aides  explaining  the  process  and  confirmed  that  she  would  be  able  to 
include  a  timeline  with  future  Resolutions. 

Deputy  City  Attorney  Gessner  advised  that  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  office  is  in  the  process 
of  drafting  amendments  and  recommended  that  the  Council  initiate  a  process  with  his  office 
to  make  suggestions  or  proposals.  It  was  stated  that  this  Resolution  recommending 
amending  the  Rules  of  Order  would  be  a  simple  way  of  alerting  the  Board  to  prioritize  the 
designations.  Member  Blair  stated  that  she  is  not  clear  how  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  could 
automatically  calendar  an  item. 

Member  Blair  recommended  that  the  Council's  approval  of  a  landmark  tree  designation  be 
considered  an  automatic  approval  of  landmark  designation  if  the  Board  has  not  taken  action 
within  the  180-day  protection  period.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Gessner  stated  that  she  would 
research  the  legality  of  this  question  and  report  back  at  a  future  meeting.  Member  Sherk 
suggested  that  Deputy  City  Attorney  Gessner  provide  a  report  on  her  findings  to  the 
Planning  Committee.  Member  Boss  recommended  that  a  Supervisor  be  able  to  nominate  a 
tree  as  a  Department  Head  can  in  order  to  streamline  the  process.  Member  Sherk 
recommended  that  the  Planning  Committee  consider  Items  8  and  9  at  a  future  meeting  as 
part  of  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  amendments. 

Item  6  was  moved  to  the  Planning  Committee  to  consider  proposed  amendments  to  bring 
back  to  the  Council  for  approval  at  a  future  meeting. 

VOTE:  Approved 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke  and  second  by  Member  Sustarich,  the  Resolution  urging 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  amend  its  Rules  of  Order  to  provide  that  approved  landmark 
tree  nominations  automatically  be  calendared  for  hearing  before  the  appropriate  committee 
of  the  Board  was  approved.  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Members  Boss,  Griswold,  Habert,  Nervo, 
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Quirke,  Sherk,  Sacamano  and  Sustarich)  (NOE:  Member  Blair)  (Absent:  Members  Cohen, 
Costello,  Marks,  Miller,  and  Rodgers.) 

7.  DISCUSSION  and  POSSIBLE  ACTION:  Tree  Protection  Plan.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council 
will  discuss  and  possibly  vote  on  an  informational  letter  to  the  Planning  Commission  urging 
them  to  require  a  property  owner/applicant  to  submit  a  Tree  Protection  Plan  with  a  building 
application  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Informational  Letter  to  Planning  Commission) 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Member  AnMarie  Rodgers 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  Call  of  the  Chair. 

8.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Review  of  Landmark  Building  Incentives  and  How  it  May 
Apply  to  Landmark  Tree  Incentives  (Continued  from  the  December  8,  2006  Meeting). 
(Explanatory  Documents:  Preservation  Incentives  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironmeny^  ) 

SPONSOR  and  PRESENTER:  Member  AnMarie  Rodgers 

Member  Sherk  recommended  that  the  Planning  Committee  include  landmark  tree  incentives 
in  their  discussion  of  possible  amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance. 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  Call  of  the  Chair. 

9.  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT:  Landmark  Tree  Incentives  Report.  The  Office  of  the 
Legislative  Analyst  produced  a  report  on  incentives  to  encourage  nomination  and 
designation  of  landmark  trees.  (Continued  from  the  December  8,  2006  Meeting.) 
(Explanatory  Document:  Legislative  Analyst  Report  (PDF) 

http://web1  .sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvjronment/meet^ 

SPONSOR:  Member  Bonnie  Ora  Sherk 
PRESENTER:  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Grace  Ma 

Member  Sherk  recommended  that  the  Planning  Committee  include  landmark  tree  incentives 
in  their  discussion  of  possible  amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance. 

11.  INFORMATION:  Staff  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  reported  on  (1)  the 
success  of  the  Pruning  Workshop  that  was  held  on  December  13,  2006  and  thanked 
Member  Costello  for  working  on  the  Standards  and  on  his  presentation  and  Member  Nervo 
for  helping  to  secure  the  presentation  space;  (2)  three  landmark  tree  nominations  that  will  be 
heard  at  the  February  Landmark  Tree  Committee  and  full  Council  Meetings;  (3)  work  with 
legislative  aides  to  clarify  nomination  process;  (4)  meeting  with  Chair  Milne  and  Dan  Sider, 
Director  of  City  Greening  to  discuss  long-term  funding;  and  (5)  Department  of  the 
Environment  researching  grant  proposals  and  collaborating  with  the  Environmental  Justice 
System  to  leverage  the  two  project  areas'  funding  in  the  southeast  sector. 

12  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

Funding  Committee.  Chair  Terry  Milne  stated  that  the  Funding  Committee  did  not  meet  in 
January  and  indicated  that  the  most  recent  development  was  the  meeting  with  the  Director 
of  Greening  on  future  funding  possibilities.  The  next  Funding  Committee  meeting  will  be  on 
March  6,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  11  Grove  Street. 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

January  26,  2007  Approved  Meeting  Minutes 

Page  9 


Planning  &  Policy  Committee.  Chair  Paul  Sacamano  stated  that  the  Planning  Committee  at 
their  January  18  meeting  discussed  the  prioritized  recommendations  from  the  Urban  Forest 
Plan  with  the  intent  to  pull  out  specific  objectives  that  could  be  accomplished  in  the  near 
term  for  the  Funding  or  Planning  Committees  to  pursue.  A  discussion  was  held  on 
potentially  adding  to  the  tree  species  list  and  putting  it  into  an  educational  format.  The  need 
for  landmark  tree  legislation  amendments  was  also  discussed.  The  next  meeting  will  be  on 
February  15,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

Landmark  Tree  Committee.  Chair  Mike  Boss  stated  that  at  the  January  9  meeting,  the 
Committee  had  discussed  (1)  issues  with  trees  that  exist  at  or  near  two  different  property 
lines  in  regards  to  legal  and  property  rights,  impact  on  construction  projects,  and  potentially 
political  issues;  (2)  improvements  to  the  evaluation  form;  and  (3)  outreach  programs  for  the 
nomination  process.  The  next  meeting  will  be  on  February  13,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421. 

13.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  There  were  no 
announcements  made  at  this  time. 

14.  INFORMATION:  New  Business.  Member  Blair  (1)  recommended  that  the  Council 
investigate  the  history  of  the  few  existing  large  trees  in  San  Francisco  and  (2)  advised  that 
the  Director  of  Greening  would  be  speaking  at  SPUR  on  livable  cities  and  other  related 
topics. 

15.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public 
comment  at  this  time. 

16.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  12:46  p.m. 

The  next  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  February  27,  2007 
at  5:30  p.m.,  Room  416,  City  Hall. 


Respectfully  submitted  by, 


Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 


Adopted:  February  27,  2007 


FEB  -  8  2007 

—  File  No.  R-2007-01-UFC  Resolution  No.  001-07-UF( 

SAN  FRANCISCO  January  26,  200 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

i  [Resolution  Endorsing  Tree  for  Landmark  Tree  Status  at  20-28  Rosemont  Terrace] 

2 

3  WHEREAS,  Public  Works  Code,  Article  16,  Section  810  charges  the  Urban 

4  Forestry  Council  to  examine  nominated  landmark  trees  using  criteria  approved  by  the 

5  Board  of  Supervisors;  and, 

6  WHEREAS,  the  Coast  Live  Oak  (Quercus  agrifolia)  tree  at  20-28  Rosemont 

7  Terrace  fulfills  the  landmark  tree  criteria  that  includes: 

8  Size:  The  tree  is  notably  large  for  a  tree  of  the  species  in  San  Francisco; 

9  Age:  The  tree  appeared  significantly  advanced  in  age; 

10  Character  Defining  Form:  The  tree  has  character-defining  form,  and  is  a  fine 

1 1  example  of  the  species; 

12  Low  Tree  Density:  The  tree  is  in  a  low  tree  density  area; 

13  Important  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Interdependent  Group  of  Trees:  The  tree,  as  a 

14  San  Francisco  native,  provides  wildlife  habitat  as  part  of  an  interdependent  group  of 

15  trees; 

16  Tree  Condition:  The  tree  is  in  excellent  condition; 

17  Neighborhood  Appreciation:  Letters  of  support  have  been  received; 

18  Prominent  Landscape  Feature:  A  striking  and  outstanding  feature; 

19  Historical  Association:  Believed  to  pre-date  the  1906  San  Francisco  Earthquake 

20  and  Fire. 

21  and, 

22  WHEREAS,  This  tree  provides  social,  environmental  and  economic  benefits  to 

23  the  property,  neighborhood  and  city;  now,  therefore  be  it 

24  RESOLVED,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  recommends  the  Coast  Live  Oak  tree 

25  (Quercus  agrifolia)  at  20-28  Rosemont  Terrace  for  landmark  status  to  the  Board  of 

26  Supervisors. 

27  I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's 

28  Regular  Meeting  on  January  26,  2007. 

29  tyrtt/SA  KsrfrL  

30  Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

31  VOTE:  Adopted  (11-0)  (4  Absent) 

32  Ayes:  Council  Members  Milne,  Blair,  Boss,  Griswold,  Habert,  Marks,  Nervo,  Quirke,  Sacamano 

33  Sherk,  and  Sustarich 

34  Noes:  None 

35  Absent:  Council  Members  Cohen,  Costello,  Miller  and  Rodgers 
Urban  Forestry  Council 
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RESOLUTION 

January  26,  2007 


FILE  NO.  R-2007-02-UFC  FEg  _  g  20Q7  RESOLUTION  NO.  002-07-UFC 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

1  [Urging  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  amend  its  Rules  of  Order  to  provide  that  approved 
landmark  tree  nominations  automatically  be  calendared  for  hearing  before  the  appropriate 

2  committee  of  the  Board.] 

3 

4  Resolution  urging  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  amend  its  Rules  of  Order  to  provide  that 

5  landmark  tree  nominations  introduced  by  a  member  of  the  Board  and  approved  by  the 

6  Urban  Forestry  Council  automatically  be  calendared  for  hearing  before  the  appropriate 

7  committee  of  the  Board. 

8 

9  WHEREAS,  Article  16  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Code,  Section  81 0  of  the 

10  San  Francisco  Urban  Forestry  Ordinance  ("the  Ordinance"),  provides  for  "landmarking"  of 

1 1  trees  within  the  City;  and 

12  WHEREAS,  Under  the  Ordinance,  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  among 

13  others,  may  initiate  nominations  to  landmark  a  tree;  and 

14  WHEREAS,  When  a  member  of  the  Board  introduces  a  resolution  of  intent  to  initiate  a 

15  nomination,  the  subject  tree  is  temporarily  designated  as  a  landmark  tree  and  protected  from 

16  removal  for  180  days,  unless  the  Board  extends  the  temporary  designation  for  an  additional 

17  90  days  by  resolution;  and 

18  WHEREAS,  After  a  nomination  is  made,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  has  60  days  to 

19  hold  a  public  hearing  on  the  nomination  and  an  additional  30  days  to  forward  its  determination 

20  as  to  whether  the  tree  qualifies  for  landmark  status;  and 

21  WHEREAS,  If  the  Council  finds  that  a  tree  does  qualify,  it  must  then  send  its 

22  determination  back  to  the  Board  for  final  adoption;  and 

23  WHEREAS,  Because  of  the  time  involved  in  the  nomination  and  evaluation  process,  a 

24  member  of  the  Board  sponsoring  a  landmark  resolution  may  be  left  with  insufficient  time  to 

25  arrange  for  the  resolution  to  be  heard  by  the  appropriate  committee  of  the  Board  and  then  the 


Urban  Forestry  Council 
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1  full  Board  before  the  temporary  designation  expires,  leaving  the  subject  tree  vulnerable  to 

2  untimely  or  inappropriate  removal;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

3  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  urges  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to 

4  amend  its  Rules  of  Order  to  provide  that  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  shall  automatically  calendar 

5  for  hearing  before  the  appropriate  committee  of  the  Board  and  at  the  earliest  time  practicable 

6  all  landmark  tree  nominations  initiated  by  a  member  of  the  Board  and  approved  by  the  Urban 

7  Forestry  Council. 

8  I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Regular 
Meeting  on  January  26,  2007. 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

11 
12 

VOTE:         Adopted  (9-1 )  (5  Absent) 

13 

Ayes:  Council  Members  Milne,  Boss,  Griswold,  Habert,  Nervo,  Quirke,  Sacamano 

14 

Sherk,  and  Sustarich 

15 

Noes:  Member  Blair 

16 

Absent:        Council  Members  Cohen,  Costello,  Marks,  Miller  and  Rodgers 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
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GAVrN  NEWSOM,  MAYOR 
JARED  BLUMENFELD,  DIRECTOR 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 

Regular  Meeting  Notice  and  Agenda 

Tuesday,  February  27,  2007  at  5:30  PM 
City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Terry  Milne 
Chair 


Carolyn  Blair 

Mike  Boss 
Jocelyn  Cohen 
Dr.  Larry  Costello 
Steve  Griswold 


Milton  Marks 
Lena  Miller 
Kelly  Quirke  (Vice-Chair) 
Bonnie  Ora  Sherk 


David  Habert 

SF  Redevelopment  Agency 


AnMarie  Rodgers 

SF  Planning  Department 


Susan  Nervo 
SF  Recreation  &  Park  Department 


Paul  Sacamano 

SF  Department  of  Public  Works 


Mark  Sustarich 

SF  Public  Utilities  Commission 
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Grace  Ma 
Urban  Forestry  Council  Associate 


FEB  2  3  2007 


Monica  Fish 
Urban  Forestry  Council  Secretary 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


02-23-0 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393    E-mail:  SFUrbanForestCouncil@sfgov.org 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 


Order  of  Business 

AGENDA 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER 

2.  ROLL  CALL 

3.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  minutes  of  the  January  26,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  January  26,  2007  Regular 
Meeting  http://sfqov.orq/site/sfenvironinent  page.asp?id=54874.) 

4.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  hear  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  recommendations  for  trees  nominated  for  landmark  tree  status  at  the 
following  addresses: 

holly  (Ilex  altaclarensis)  at  733  27th  Avenue  (Explanatory  Document:  Board  of 
Supervisors  Resolution  of  Intent  to  Nominate  (PDF) 

http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/BOSresolution_0012-07.pdf),  Nomination  Form  (Word) 
http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/Nomination_holly_73327thave.doc,  Support  Documentation  (PDF) 
http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/Supportdocs_holly_73327thAve.PDF,  Staff  Evaluation  Form 

http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/EvaluationhollyGMa.doc,  Petition  (PDF) 

http://web1  .sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/hollv  petition.PDF,  PhotOS  (Word) 

http://web  1 .  sfgov.  orci/site/uploadedfiles/ltem4Hollv  colorphotos.  doc. 

California  buckeye  (Aesculus  californica)  at  730  28th  Avenue  (Explanatory 
Document:  Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  of  Intent  to  Nominate  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/BOSresolution  0013-07.pdf).  Nomination  Form 
http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/Nomination  CAbuckeye  73028thAve.doc,  Support  Documentation 
(PDF)  http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/SupportdocsCAbuckeve73028thAve  PDF,  Petition  (PDF) 

http://web1 . sfgov. org/site/up!oadedfiles/CAbuckeve  petition.PDF,  Photo 
http://web1  .sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiies/item4CAbuckeve  colorphotos.doc. 

New  Zealand  Christmas  Tree  (Metrosideros  excelsus)  in  front  of  1221  Stanyan 
Street  (Department  of  the  Environment  Nomination  Form  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/SFENomnztree1221Stanvan.pdf)  and  PhotO  (PDF) 
http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/1221StanyanPhoto.pdf,  (Word) 
http://web1  .sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ltem4Holly  colorphotos.doc. 

Other  Explanatory  Documents:  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Evaluation  Forms 

(PDF)  http://web1 . sfgov. org/site/uploadedfiles/MSustarichEvalForms.pdf, 
http://web1  sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/MBossEval730  28thAve.pdf, 
http://web1  sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/MBossEval733  27thAve.pdf, 

http://web1.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/MBossEval1221Stanyan.pdf,  and  Written  Summaries  (PDF) 

http://web1  sfgov  .orq/site/uploadedfiles/1 221  StanyanWrittenSummary(l).  doc, 
http://web1 .  sfgov. org/site/uploadedfiles/73028thAveWrittenSummarv(1 ). doc, 
http://web1  sfgov.  orq/site/uploadedfiles/73327thAveWrittenSummary(1).  doc. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion,  the  Council  will  vote  on  whether  to  approve,  reject, 
or  not  take  action  on  the  nominations  and  shall  adopt  written  findings  to  support  its 
decision  (if  required)  to  forward  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 


5.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  The  Council  will  consider  and  vote  on  a  revised  evaluation 
form  for  trees  that  have  been  nominated  for  landmark  status.  (Explanatory  Document: 
Evaluation  form  February  2007  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ltem5LTCevaluationform.doc) 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Member  Mike  Boss 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  POSSIBLE  ACTION:  Discussion  of  proposed  amendments  to  the 
Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  being  planned  by  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  Office  and 
discussion  and  possible  action  on  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  recommendations. 
(Explanatory  Document:  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  Recommendations  and 

Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  (PDF)  http://www.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances06/o0017- 
06.pdf). 

7.  INFORMATION:  Urban  Forestry  Coordinator  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Ms.  Ma  will  provide 
updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  funding, 
planning,  research,  outreach,  and  related  activities. 

8.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

•  Funding  Committee  -  Chair 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  March  6,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee,  Chair,  Paul  Sacamano 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  March  15,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

9.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council. 

10.  INFORMATION:  New  Business 

11.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

12.  ADJOURNMENT 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of 
the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the 
public  may  address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the 
comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This 
rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Council  is 
limited  to: 


1. 
2. 
3. 


Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 
Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 


Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San 
Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center 
Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #42  Downtown  Loop,  and 
#71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center. 
For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall 
on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies 
Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the 
deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of 
a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact 
Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical 
sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various 
chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related 
disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  accessibility  hotline  at  (415)  554-6060. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and 
other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are 
conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr., 
Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at 
Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotfffisfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be 
obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at 
wwvv.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue.  2nd  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3 100.  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  atvvwvv.sfgov.org/cthics. 

Other  Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting. 
Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use 
of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment.  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco, 
California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m..  or  when  possible,  on  the  Department  of  Environment's  webpage: 
www.sfenvironment.com/;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above  address  or  telephone  number  415-355-3709, 
or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish^aDSfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the  public. 

Urban  Forestry  Council 
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AGENDA  PACKET  CONTENTS  LIST* 


^  Board  of  Supervisors  Intent  to  Nominate  Resolutions  and  Nomination  Forms  for  733  -  27th  and  730  -  28th 
Avenue  Trees 


Department  of  the  Environment  Director  Nomination  for  1 22 1  Standyan  Street 


^  Tree  Photos,  Public  Petitions  and  Support 


^  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Evaluation  Forms  and  Written  Summaries 


^  Staff  Evaluation  Forms 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


'This  list  reflects  the  explanatory  documents  provided. 
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Holly  733  -  27th  Avenue 


Report  of  Findings  for  the  Holly  Tree  at  733  27th  Ave 


The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  met  on  February  1 3  and 
considered  the  nomination  for  Landmark  Status  of  the  Wilson's  Holly,  Ilex  altarclarensis 
'Wilsonii'at733  27thAve. 

The  committee  voted  against  recommending  landmark  status.  The  vote  was  4-1 .  The 
only  public  testimony  came  from  the  property  owner,  who  spoke  neither  for  nor  against 
landmark  status,  only  that  she  while  she  appreciated  the  tree  and  wanted  to  protect  it,  was 
concerned  about  the  additional  imposed  costs  she  would  incur  in  her  construction  project 
should  the  tree  be  given  landmark  status.  The  tree  was  seen  by  only  2  of  the  5  members 
of  the  committee,  who  both  completed  evaluation  forma.  The  tree  was  also  seen  by  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  Associate,  who  also  completed  and  evaluation  form.  The  tree 
was  seen  by  an  arborist,  who  submitted  a  report. 

The  majority,  voting  against  recommendation  for  landmark  status,  found  that  the  tree  did 
not  meet  enough  significant  standards  to  warrant  Landmark  Status. 

•  The  tree  is  common  in  San  Francisco 

•  The  tree  was  not  significantly  large  and  did  not  appear  to  be  particularly  old,  with 
maximum  DBH  less  than  1 0". 

•  The  tree,  with  three  main  trunks,  did  not  have  character  defining  form. 

•  The  tree  had  some  health  issues  (significant  scale  infestation)  and  was  not  well 
taken  care  of  (sucker  sprouts  from  trunk,  ivy  growing  up  the  bark,  and  a  crowded 
canopy) 

•  There  was  no  public  testimony  in  support  of  the  tree  and  the  property  owner  was 
not  in  favor  of  landmark  status.  Though  it  was  reported  that  there  is  a  petition 
with  60  signatures  in  support  of  the  tree,  no  such  petition  was  presented. 

The  committee  felt  that  there  was  nothing  remarkable  about  this  tree  to  warrant 
Landmark  status.  While  the  tree  did  have  some  size,  provided  wildlife  habitat,  had 
beautiful  visual  impact,  provided  shade  and  blocked  wind,  the  committee  felt  that  none  of 
these  alone  or  combined  were  particularly  significant.  In  fact,  there  is  concern  that  the 
shade  of  this  Holly  negatively  impacts  the  health  of  the  neighboring  California  Buckeye 
at  730  28th  Ave,  for  which  the  committee  voted  to  recommend  landmark  status.  In 
addition,  one  committee  member  recommend  pruning  the  Holly  away  from  the  Buckeye. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
Mike  Boss 

Chair,  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 


URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 

CRITERIA  FOR  LANDMARK  TREE  EVALUATION 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  UFC  has  developed  these  criteria 
for  evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco.  When  evaluating  or  considering  potential 
landmark  trees,  please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within  its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PLC 
land  may  not  have  the  same  community  importance  that  a  street  or  park  tree  would.  Use  comment  sections, 
as  appropriate,  to  explain  or  support  evaluation.  Attach  sheets  if  more  space  is  needed. 


Evaluator's  name: 


Scientific  name:  *)f'   Common  name:       (^jj  \^dL 

Street  address: 


Cross  streets: 


Block:   .__  Lot(s):  

Rare:   Yes  V   No   Other: 

Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California.  North  America,  world. 
Comment:  Mb    U      <       Qw*-^     Q«^Lu~  <tr^  fV  gP 


Size:   Large         p-   Not  large 

Notable  size  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 

Comment:  n-tA  i  ./v.      <l  fj-f-  


Age:   Significantly  advanced   Not  significantly  advanced 

Significantly  advanced  age  (known  or  estimated) 

Comment:      AO  t~  ~       ^      ^  ; 


Historical  Association:  Yes  A    None  apparent 

Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Ethnic  appreciation: 


Yes  ^  None  apparent 


Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Neighborhood  appreciation:   Yes  X  None  apparent 

Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent 
or  related  to  tree,  etc. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation.  Attach  documentation:  


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:   Yes  ^  No 

Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Describe-contribution:       ficK/ls       5  ,yw* -J-- A~     g  V^^O^U^- 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   _Yes  j\_  None  apparent 

Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  video  media  coverage. 

Describe  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate.  Be  specific. 

High  traffic  area:   Yes  y  No 

High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 

Describe: 


Low  tree  density:   Yes  jjfe  No         '■^^/'A  3  JL(j*  jJ~4^ 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Describe:    W<,UWA-gj  A    W>  ^"tW"  X?<*£,  


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   ^    Yes   No 

High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Describe: 


Accessible  from  public  right-of-way.  Yes  J  No 

High  visibility. 


Describe: 


Important  wildlife  habitat:   Yes  \  No 

Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential) 
Describe.  Be  as  specific  as  possible. 

Interdependent  group  of  trees:   Yes   No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 
Describe:    


Erosion  control:   Yes  ^  No 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion 

Describe: 


Wind  or  sound  barrier:  X  Yes   No 

Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise 

Describe:     ft/U^     Ut.l     Si*-*-  l^il^/^ 


Prominent  landscape  feature:   Yes         Y  No 

A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature 

Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  


Character-defining  form:   Yes  X  No 

Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Describe: 


Tree  condition:   Good         X  Poor   Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 

Describe: 
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FILE  NO.  061530  RESOLUTION  NO. 


12-61 


[Landmark  Designation  nomination  for  tree  located  at  733  27th  Avenue.] 

Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  Holly  Tree  (Ilex  Aquifolium)  located 
at  733  27th  Avenue  (Assessor's  Block  1617,  Lot  003)  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant 
to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  acknowledging  the  temporary  designation  of 
such  tree  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Section  810(d),  and  authorizing  other  official  acts 
in  furtherance  of  the  Resolution. 

WHEREAS,  Trees  provide  numerous  environmental,  social  and  economic  benefits 
such  as  reducing  stormwater  runoff,  reducing  energy  use,  reducing  air  pollution,  improving  air 
quality,  increasing  property  values  and  providing  wildlife  habitat;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Trees  provide  beauty,  natural  character,  and  a  connection  with  nature  in 
the  midst  of  an  urban  setting;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Landmark  trees  have  a  special  significance  to  the  community;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Landmark  trees  have  an  especially  prominent  and  beautiful  visual  impact; 

and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  Ordinance  Number  17-06,  an 
amendment  to  Public  Works  Code  -  Sections  810,  landmark  trees,  significant  trees,  and 
penalties  for  violations  in  support  of  a  landmark  tree  program  a  copy  of  said  Ordinance  is  on 
file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  file  number  051458  which  is  incorporated 
herein  by  reference;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  City's  Urban  Forestry  Council  developed  landmark  tree  designation 
criteria,  forms,  and  procedure  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  Resolution  Enacted  Number 
440-06,  adopted  said  criteria.  A  copy  of  such  Resolution  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board 
}f  Supervisors  file  Number  060487  which  is  incorporated  herein  by  reference;  and, 


Supervisor  Jake  McGoldrick 
30ARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 
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WHEREAS,  The  Holly  tree  at  733  27th  Avenue,  picture  of  which  is  on  file  with  the 

061530 

Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  file  number        and  is  incorporated  herein  as 
reference,  is  large,  provides  for  important  wildlife  habitat,  has  an  especially  prominent  and 
beautiful  visual  impact,  and  shades  and  blocks  the  wind  on  surrounding  properties;  now, 
therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  This  Board,  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Cdde  Section  810(b),  hereby 
adopts  this  Resolution  of  intent  to  initiate  landmark  tree  designation  for  the  Holly  tree  located 
at  733  27th  Avenue  (Assessor's  Block  1617,  Lot  003)  and  acknowledges  the  temporary 
designation  of  such  tree  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section 
810(d);  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  The  Board  directs  the  Clerk  to  forward  this  Resolution  and 
accompanying  documents  contained  in  the  file  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  begin  the 
landmark  tree  designation  process  for  the  subject  tree;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  The  Board  urges  the  Director  of  Public  Works  to  immediately 
notify  the  affected  property  owner  of  the  pending  nomination  and  inform  said  owner  of  the 
special  permit  and  approval  requirements  for  removal  of  landmark  trees  under  Public  Works 
Code  Section  810(f)  if  such  notification  has  not  yet  occurred. 


Supervisor  Jake  McGoldrick 
BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Tails 
Resolution 


City  Hall 
l  Dr  Carlton  B  Goodlett  Place 
Sun  Francisco. CA  i>4IG2-t689 


File  Number:       061530  Date  Passed: 

Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  Holly  Tree  (Ilex  Aquifolium)  located  at  733  27th 
Avenue  (Assessor's  Block  1617,  Lot  003)  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code 
Section  810(b),  acknowledging  the  temporary  designation  of  such  tree  pursuant  to  Public  Works 
Section  810(d),  and  authorizing  other  official  acts  in  furtherance  of  the  Resolution. 


January  9,  2007  Board  of  Supervisors  —  ADOPTED 

Ayes:  1 1  -  Alioto-Pier,  Ammiano,  Daly,  Dufty,  Elsbernd,  Jew,  Maxwell, 
McGoldrick,  Mirkarimi,  Peskin,  Sandoval 


File  No.  061530  I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution 

was  ADOPTED  on  January  9,  2007  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


I 


Printed  at  152  PM  »n  1/10/07 


Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form 


Who  can  nominate  a  landmark  tree? 

■  A  property  owner  may  nominate  a  tree  on  his  or  her  property. 

■  A  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree  on  their  property.  City  departments 
and  agencies  should  conduct  an  internal  approval  process  before  nominating  a  tree. 

■  The  Board  of  Supervisors,  Planning  Commission,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
and  the  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree. 

■  A  member  of  the  public  may  approach  a  property  owner,  Board  of  Supervisors,  Planning 
Commission,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  or  the  head  of  a  City  department  or 
agency  about  nominating  a  tree. 

Please  note  that  a  permit  will  be  required  for  any  future  removal  of  a  landmark  tree. 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  requests 
the  following  information. 


Property  owner:  Authorized  nominator  (if  not  owner): 


Name  Name 

Mason  and  Laurie  Quach   Supervisor  Jake  McGoldrick 

Address  Address 

733  27th  Avenue  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 


Address  Address 
San  Francisco,  CA  94121    


Phone  (day)  Phone  (day) 

415-554-7410 


Fax  #  Fax  # 

415-554-7415 


Email  Email 

Jake.McGoldrick@sfgov.org 

Property  owner  consent  C]Yes  X  No 

I  am  the  property  owner  or  designee  of  the  property  owner  and  I  grant  permission  for  city  staff 
to  evaluate  a  tree  on  the  property  with  advance  notice. 

 Signature 

 Date 


TREE  DESCRIPTION 

Street  address:  733  27th  Avenue,  San  Francisco,  CA  94121;  Assessor's  Block  1617,  Lot  3 
Location  of  Tree:  □  Front  yard    X  Rear  yard      □  Side  yard     D  Corner-side  yard 

□  Public  right-of-way   Q  Public  lands  □  Not  sure 

X  Other:  Can  also  be  seen  from  the  street  -  27tfl  Avenue  between  the  easement 
located  between  733  27th  Avenue  and  729  27th  Avenue 
No  of  trees:  1  very  large  holly  tree 


GPS  units  (OPTIONAL): 


Tree  name  (species  and  common  name):  Holly 

Height  25  feet 

Average  canopy  width1    40  feet  approx. 

Circumference  at  chest  level2      3-31  inch  trunks  approx. 

Circumference  at  ground  level3  3  trunks  spreading  out  at  10  inches  each  to  equal  30  inches  approx. 

1  Distance  from  one  edge  to  opposite  edge  of  tree  canopy 

2  Distance  around  trunk  at  4.5  ft  off  the  ground,  http://www.isa-arbor.com/publications/tree-ord/rieritaqe.aspx 

3  Distance  around  trunk  on  the  ground  where  the  trunk  meets  the  soil. 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  use  the  following  criteria  to  evaluate  each  potential  landmark  tree. 
Please  check  the  applicable  criteria  boxes  and  provide  additional  information  about  each  component.  If 
you  need  more  space  to  describe  the  tree,  please  attach  additional  sheets. 

Species 

□  Rare 

Size  or  Age 

X  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age  -  approx.  40  years 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

□  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association  with  person,  place,  event 

□  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 

X  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree 

X  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

□  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media 

Key  Location 

□  High  traffic  area 

□  Low  tree  density  area 

X  Extends  between  several  properties 

X  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way 

Ecology 

X  Important  wildlife  habitat 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 
X  Erosion  control 

X  Wind  or  sound  barrier 

Visual  characteristic  , 

X  Prominent  landscape  feature 

□  Character  defining  form 

Tree  Condition 

X  No  apparent  problems     □  Minor  problems       □  Major  problems       Q  Extreme  problems 

□  Root  issues 

□  Mushrooms  (trunk  or  base  of  tree) 
D  Trunk  wounds  or  cracks 

O  Trunk  cavities 

□  Broken  or  dead  branches 

□  Crowded  or  crossing  branches 

□  Pest  or  disease  problem 
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□  Previous  construction  that  may  have  damaged  tree 

Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  historical  importance  due  to  an  association  with  a  building,  structure,  site, 
street,  person  or  event. 

There  has  been  no  historical  assessment  of  the  tree  or  property. 

Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  cultural,  social  and/or  historical  importance. 

There  has  been  no  historical  assessment  of  the  tree  or  property. 

Describe  how/why  the  tree  is  a  defining  or  meaningful  feature  of  a  neighborhood. 

This  tree  is  magnificent  and  is  admired  by  at  least  17-20  neighbors  from  their  backyards.  Losing  this  tree 
would  be  a  significant  loss  to  the  neighborhood  and  a  significant  loss  of  privacy  to  many  neighbors, 
especially  the  owners  of  730  28th  Avenue,  728  28th  Avenue,  and  729  27th  Avenue,  to  name  a  few.  It  is 
also  a  beautiful  tree  that  can  be  seen  from  27th  Avenue  when  you  are  walking  down  the  street  and  brings 
the  "greening"  effect  to  our  block  which  is  the  now  desired  effect  that  the  City  is  looking  for. 


Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  ecological  value  like  wildlife  habitat  and  erosion  control. 


The  tree  is  a  habit  for  many  species  of  birds,  including  humming,  sparrows,  ravens,  red  tail  hawks,  blue 
jays,  owls  and  robins  (in  the  spring).  There  are  also  many  song  birds  which  inhabit  the  tree. 


Describe  any  tree  health  or  structure  issues. 


The  tree  seems  to  be  in  excellent  condition. 


If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  form,  tree  terms  or  tree  concepts,  please  contact  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  staff  (see  below).  In  addition,  it  is  acceptable  if  you  are  unable  to 
provide  some  of  the  information  requested  on  this  form. 


A  photograph  of  the  tree  must  be  submitted  with  this  form. 


Please  attach  optional  supporting  documents  such  as  letters,  arborist  report,  etc. 


Send  to:  Urban  Forestry  Council,  c/o  Alexis  Harte,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
OR  SFUrbanForestCou nciigisfgov.org 


FOR  STAFF  USE  ONLY 

Application  received  date 

Received  by 

Tree  evaluation  form 

UFC  recommendation  date 

Board  of  Supervisors  Decision 
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Landmark  Tree  # 
Title  recorded  date 


Roy  C.  Leggitt,  S!3 


Consulting  Arborist 

3109  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Member,  American  Society  of  Consulting  Arborists 
Certified  Arborist,  International  Society  of  Arboriculture 


r 


cell/vm  415.606.3610 


office  415.921  3610 


fax  415.921.7711 


email  RCL3'3>riindSDrirq  com 


such  as  found  here  commands  respect  for  the  wisdom  and  experience  of  the  gardeners  of 
yesteryear  who  planted  holly  trees. 

Additional  Holly  Trees 

Additional  holly  trees  were  found  as  well,  one  being  two  lots  toward  the  north  and  another  4  lots 
toward  the  south.  These  additional  holly  trees  are  also  very  healthy  and  of  approximately  the 
same  size  and  maturity.  The  holly  tree  that  is  of  concern  is  a  male  plant  that  does  not  produce 
red  berries,  and  both  of  the  other  holly  trees  found  are  female  plants  that  have  red  berries  on 
them.  These  additional  holly  trees  depend  on  this  male  holly  tree  as  the  pollen  source  to  be 
able  to  produce  berries. 

Additional  Threatened  Tree 

An  additional  mature,  rare  and  a  native  tree  was  discovered  during  my  site  inspection  from  the 
neighbor  behind  the  threatened  holly  tree.  This  significant  tree  is  a  California  buckeye 
(Aesculus  californica),  and  is  an  important  source  of  habitat  for  native  mammal,  insect  and  bird 
species  Native  trees  such  as  this  are,  in  my  experience,  subject  to  protection  under  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA). 

The  property  where  this  tree  is  located  was  reported  as  being  the  first  house  built  in  the  area.  It 
is  likely  that  the  tree  pre-dates  this  earliest  house  and  could  be  more  than  100  years  old. 

The  California  buckeye  is  located  within  about  2  feet  of  the  rear  fence  line  and  overhargs  the 
property  with  the  threatened  holly  tree.  The  branches  that  are  over  the  fence  have  recently 
bean  cut  back  in  an  unprofessional  and  arbitrary  manner. 

Protection  Requirements 

All  types  of  construction  can  cause  harm  to  these  trees,  including  construction  of  a  building  and 
landscape  construction.  Building  construction  will  cause  impacts  to  roots  well  beyond  the 
building  envelope  or  footprint.  Roots  commonly  extend  2  to  5  times  the  radius  of  the  limb 
structure,  and  are  certainly  present  throughout  the  rear  yard  of  733  27:h  Avenue. 

To  protect  the  holly  tree  and  the  California  buckeye  from  irreparable  harm,  a  Project  Arborist 
must  provide  soecifications  for  tree  protection  and  tree  preservation.  Protection  must  prevent 
construction  activities  from  causing  harm  to  limbs,  trunks  and  roots.  Presentation  must  prov.de 
for  the  ongoing  care  that  is  necessary  to  sustain  these  trees  during  construction  activity 

Fence  and  retaining  wall  replacement  along  the  side  and  rear  of  the  neighboring  proceny  to  the 
south  will  certainly  impact  the  health  of  both  adjacent  trees,  the  threatened  holly  tree  and  the 
California  buckeye,  unless  this  work  is  completed  with  sensitivity  to  the  trees  and  in  a  manner 
that  protects  the  roots  from  impacts. 


Roy  C.  Lsggitt,  IH 

Consulting  Arborist 

3109  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Member,  American  Society  of  Consulting  Arborists 
Certified  Arborist,  International  Society  of  Arboriculture 


cell/vm  415  606.3610 


office  415.321  3610 
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fax  41  5.921  7711 


email  RCL3i3>mirdsprinq  com 


Supporting  information 

Site  Sketch 


27th  Ave. 


729 


North 


28th  Ave. 


SKETCH  -  NOT  TO  SCALE 


Pago  3cf5 


Roy  C.  Laggitt,  ill 


Consulting  Arborist 

3109  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Member,  American  Society  of  Consulting  Arborists 
Certified  Arborist,  International  Society  of  Arboriculture 


ceilftm  415.506.3610 


office  415.921.3610 


fax  415.921.7711 


email  RCL3  8mirrtscpnc  com 


Assumptions  and  Limiting  Conditions 

1    Any  legal  description  provided  to  the  consultant  is  assumed  to  be  correct  Title  and 
ownership  of  all  property  considered  are  assumed  to  be  good  and  marketable  No 
responsibility  is  assumed  for  matters  legal  in  character.  Any  and  all  property  is  appraised  or 
evaluated  as  though  free  and  clear,  under  responsible  ownership  and  competent 
management. 

2.  It  is  assumed  that  any  property  is  not  in  violation  of  any  applicable  codes,  ordinances, 
statutes  or  other  governmental  regulations. 

3.  Care  has  been  taken  to  obtain  all  information  from  reliable  sources.  All  data  has  been 
verified  insofar  as  possible.  The  consultant  can  neither  guarantee  nor  be  responsible  for  the 
accuracy  of  information  provided  by  others. 

4.  Various  diagrams,  sketches  and  photographs  in  this  report  are  intended  as  visual  aids  and 
are  not  to  scale,  unless  specifically  stated  as  such  on  the  drawing.  These  communication 
tools  in  no  way  substitute  for  nor  should  be  construed  as  surveys,  architectural  or 
engineering  drawings. 

5.  Loss  or  alteration  of  any  part  of  this  report  invalidates  the  entire  report. 

6.  Possession  of  this  report  or  a  copy  thereof  does  not  imply  right  of  publication  or  use  for  any 
purpose  by  any  other  than  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  without  the  prior  written  or 
verbal  consent  of  the  consultant. 

7.  This  report  is  confidential  and  to  be  distributed  only  to  the  individual  or  entity  to  whom  it  is 
addressed.  Any  or  all  of  the  contents  of  this  report  may  be  conveyed  to  another  party  only 
with  the  express  prior  written  or  verbal  consent  of  the  consultant.  Such  limitations  aDply  to 
the  original  report,  a  copy,  facsimile,  scanned  image  or  digital  version  thereof. 

8.  This  report  represents  the  opinion  of  the  consultant.  In  no  way  is  the  consultant's  fee 
contingent  upon  a  stipulated  result,  the  occurrence  of  a  subsequent  event,  nor  upon  an,/ 
finding  to  be  reported. 

9    The  consultant  snail  not  be  required  to  give  testimony  or  to  attend  court  by  reason  of  this 
report  unless  subsequent  contractual  arrangements  are  made,  including  payment  ct  an 
additional  fee  for  such  services  as  described  in  the  fee  schedule,  an  agreement  or  a 
contract. 

10.  Information  contained  in  this  report  reflects  ooservations  made  only  to  those  items  described 
and  only  reflects  the  condition  of  those  items  at  the  time  of  the  site  visit.  Furthermore,  the 
inspection  is  limited  to  visual  examination  of  items  and  elements  at  the  site,  unless  expressly 
stated  cthep/vise.  There  is  no  expressed  or  implied  waranty  or  guarantee  that  problems  or 
deficiencies  of  the  plants  or  property  inspectea  may  not  arise  in  the  future. 
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Roy  C.  Leggitt,  351 


Consulting  Arborist 

3109  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Member,  American  Society  of  Consulting  Arborists 
Certified  Arborist,  International  Society  of  Arboriculture 


ceJI/vm  415.606  3610 


office  415  921.3610 


fax  415.921.7711 


Certification  of  Performance 

I,  Roy  C.  Leggitt,  III,  Certify: 

®    That  I  have  personally  inspected  the  trees  and/  or  property  evaluated  in  this  report.  I  have 
stated  my  findings  accurately,  insofar  as  the  limitations  of  my  Assignment  and  within  the 
extent  and  context  identified  by  this  report; 

•    That  I  have  no  current  or  prospective  interest  in  the  vegetation  or  any  real  estate  that  is  the 
subject  of  this  report,  and  have  no  personal  interest  or  bias  with  respect  to  the  parties 


•    That  the  analysis,  opinions  and  conclusions  stated  herein  are  my  own  and  are  based  on 
current  scientific  procedures  and  facts  and  according  to  commonly  accepted  arboricultural 


a    That  no  significant  professional  assistance  was  provided,  except  as  indicated  by  the 
inclusion  of  another  professional  report  within  this  report; 

®    That  my  compensation  is  not  contingent  upon  the  reporting  of  a  predetermined  conclusion 
that  favors  the  cause  of  the  client  or  any  other  party. 

I  am  a  member  in  good  standing  of  the  American  Society  of  Consulting  Arborists  and  a  member 
and  Certified  Arborist  with  the  International  Society  of  Arboriculture. 

I  have  attained  professional  training  in  all  areas  of  knowledge  asserted  through  this  report  by 
completion  of  a  Bachelor  of  Science  degree  in  a  closely  related  field,  by  routinely  attending 
pertinent  professional  conferences  and  by  reading  current  research  from  professional  journals, 
books  and  other  media, 

I  have  rendered  professional  services  in  a  full  time  capacity  in  the  field  of  horticulture  and 
arboriculture  for  more  than  18  years. 


involved; 


practices; 


Signed- 


Date: 


December  12,  2006 
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PETITION:  LANDMARK  TREE  DESIGNATION  NOMINATION 


We,  the  undersigned,  are  in  support  of  the  Landmark  Designation  nomination  for  the  large 
holly  tree  located  at  733  27th  Avenue.  We  believe  this  handsome  tree  with  its  striking  dark  green 
leaves  creates  a  stunning  visual  impact  and  symbolizes  an  essential  connection  with  nature,  vital 
in  an  urban  setting  such  as  San  Francisco. 

In  addition,  this  healthy  tree  provides  many  environmental  benefits  such  as  an  important 
wind  and  sound  barrier  and  a  privacy  screen  to  many  homes.  More  importantly,  this  tree  holds 
special  significance  to  our  community  as  it  provides  a  habitat  for  the  many  colorful  and  delightful 
birds  in  the  vicinity,  including,  song  birds,  mourning  doves,  goldfinches,  sparrows,  mockingbirds, 
hummingbirds,  red  tail  hawks,  owls,  blue  jays  and  robins. 


Name 


Signature 


Address 


Phone 
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PETITION:  LANDMARK  TREE  DESIGNATION  NOMINATION 


We,  the  undersigned,  are  in  support  of  the  Landmark  Designation  nomination  for  the  large 
Holly  tree  located  at  733  27th  Avenue.  We  believe  this  handsome  tree  with  its  striking  dark  green 
leaves  creates  a  stunning  visual  impact  and  symbolizes  an  essential  connection  with  nature,  vital 
in  an  urban  setting  such  as  San  Francisco. 

In  addition,  this  healthy  tree  provides  many  environmental  benefits  such  as  an  important 
wind  and  sound  barrier  and  a  privacy  screen  to  many  homes.  More  importantly,  this  tree  holds 
special  significance  to  our  community  as  it  provides  a  habitat  for  the  many  colorful  and  delightful 
birds  in  the  vicinity,  including,  song  birds,  mourning  doves,  goldfinches,  sparrows,  mockingbirds, 
hummingbirds,  red  tail  hawks,  owls,  blue  jays  and  robins. 


Name 


Signature 


Address 


Phone 
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PETITION:  LANDMARK  TREE  DESIGNATION  NOMINATION 


We,  the  undersigned-,  are  in  support  of  the  Landmark  Designation  nomination  for  the  large 
Holly  tree  located  at  733  27th  Avenue.  We  believe  this  handsome  tree  with  its  striking  dark  green 
leaves  creates  a  stunning  visual  impact  and  symbolizes  an  essential  connection  with  nature,  vital 
in  an  urban  setting  such  as  San  Francisco. 

In  addition,  this  healthy  tree  provides  many  environmental  benefits  such  as  an  important 
wind  and  sound  barrier  and  a  privacy  screen  to  many  homes.  More  importantly,  this  tree  holds 
special  significance  to  our  community  as  it  provides  a  habitat  for  the  many  colorful  and  delightful 
birds  in  the  vicinity,  including,  song  birds,  mourning  doves,  goldfinches,  sparrows,  mockingbirds, 
hummingbirds,  red  tail  hawks,  owls,  blue  jays  and  robins. 


Name 


Signature 


Address 
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PETITION:  LANDMARK  TREE  DESIGNATION  NOMINATION 


We,  the  undersigned,  are  in  support  of  the  Landmark  Designation  nomination  for  the  large 
holly  tree  located  at  733  27th  Avenue.  We  believe  this  handsome  tree  with  its  striking  dark  green 
leaves  creates  a  stunning  visual  impact  and  symbolizes  an  essential  connection  with  nature,  vital 
in  an  urban  setting  such  as  San  Francisco. 

In  addition,  this  healthy  tree  provides  many  environmental  benefits  such  as  an  important 
wind  and  sound  barrier  and  a  privacy  screen  to  many  homes.  More  importantly,  this  tree  holds 
special  significance  to  our  community  as  it  provides  a  habitat  for  the  many  colorful  and  delightful 
birds  in  the  vicinity,  including,  song  birds,  mourning  doves,  goldfinches,  sparrows,  mockingbirds, 
hummingbirds,  red  tail  hawks,  owls,  blue  jays  and  robins. 


Name 


Signature 


Address 


Phone 
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Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form 

Evaluated  by  Grace  Ma 

Scientific  name:  Ilex altaclarensis   Common  name:  holly 

Street  address:  733  27th  Avenue  

Cross  streets:   Balboa  

Block:   1617   Lot(s):  003  

GPS  units  (optional):  

£3  Private       □  Public        Agency  name  


Property  owner  consent  to  evaluate       £3  Yes  D  No 

DBH  (in):   25         combined  DBH  of  three  stems  (7.3,  8,  9.8) 

Height  (ft):   21  estimate 

Average  canopy  spread  (ft):   18 

Trunk  diameter  at  ground  level  (in)   not  measured  due  to  watersprouts  and  leaves 

Number  of  trees   1  


Tree  Condition  (adapted  from  CTLA  Guide  to  Plant  Appraisal) 

□  No  apparent  problems    [X]  Minor  problems       □  Major  problems       D  Extreme  problems 

Root  issues 

□  Root  anchorage:  no  apparent  problems 

□  Collar/flare  soundness:  no  apparent  problems 

□  Mechanical  injury:  none  visible 

□  Girdling/kinked  roots:  none  visible 

□  Compaction/waterlogged  roots:  no 

□  Mushrooms  (may  have  to  ask  owner):  none  visible 
Trunk  issues 

[Kl  Sound  bark  and  wood 
Cavities:  none  visible 

□  Mechanical  or  fire  injury:  none  visible 

□  Cracks:  none  visible 

□  Swollen  or  sunken  areas:  none  visible 

□  Conks:  none  visible 
Scaffold  branches 

£<]  Strong  attachments 

£3  Smaller  diameter  than  trunk  where  attached 

□  Vertical  branch  distribution:  radial,  close  together 

□  Free  of  included  bark 

£3  Free  of  decay  and  cavities 

□  Well  pruned:  some  elevation  of  lower  branches 
(3  Well-proportioned/proper  taper 

□  Wound  closure:  appears  okay 

O  Deadwood  or  fire  injury:  none  visible 
Small  branches  and  twigs 
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[El  Vigor  of  current  shoots  (compare  previous  growth) 

EE]  Well  distributed  throughout  canopy 

D  Appearance  of  buds  (color,  shape,  size  for  species) 

□  Presence  of  weak  or  dead  twigs:  none  visible 
Foliage  and/or  Buds 

□  Coloration  of  foliage:  dark  green 

□  Nutrient  status 

□  Herbicide,  chemical  or  pollution  injury:  none  visible 

□  Wilted  or  dead  leaves:  none 
D  Dry  buds 

D  Presence  of  insects  or  disease  (any  part  of  tree) 

Comments  on  health  or  structure:  Ivy  is  growing  up  trunk  into  upper  branches.  One  trunk  has  some 
included  bark  at  branch  union  and  two  scaffold  branches  growing  close  together.  Soil  around  base  of  tree 
is  dry.  


Species 

□  Rare 

Size  or  Age 

□  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

□  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association 

□  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 

£<]  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree:  adjacent  neighbors  and  property  owner  like  the  tree 

□  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

□  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media 

Key  Location 

□  High  traffic  area 

£3  Low  tree  density  area 

Q  Extends  between  several  properties 

□  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way 

Ecology 

(2  Important  wildlife  habitat:  observed  scrub  jays  and  kinglet 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 

□  Erosion  control 

□  Wind  or  sound  barrier 

Visual  characteristic 

□  Prominent  landscape  feature 

□  Character  defining  form 

Additional  comments 

The  holly  tree's  canopy  is  adjacent  to  a  neighboring  California  buckeye  tree's  canopy. 

Possible  considerations  for  tree  care 

Cut  and  remove  ivy  on  and  around  the  tree. 
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Urban  Forestry  Council 

Criteria  for  Landmark  Tree  Evaluation 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  has 
developed  these  criteria  for  evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco. 

When  evaluating  or  considering  potential  landmark  trees,  please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within 
its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC  land  may  not  have  the  same  community  importance  that  a 
street  or  park  tree  would. 

Rare:  Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Size:  Notable  size  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Age:  Significantly  advanced  age  (known  or  estimated). 

Historical  association:  Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Ethnic  appreciation:  Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 

Neighborhood  appreciation:  Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor 
gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or  related  to  tree,  etc. 

Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:  Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:  Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  video  media  coverage. 

High  traffic  area:  High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 

Low  tree  density:  Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Extends  between  multiple  properties:  High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:  High  visibility. 

Important  wildlife  habitat:  Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential). 

Interdependent  group  of  trees:  This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  adjacent  trees. 

Erosion  control:  Tree  prevents  soil  erosion. 

Wind  or  sound  barrier:  Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise 

Prominent  landscape  feature:  A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 

Character  defining  form:  Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Tree  condition:  Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard. 


I 
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Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form 

Evaluated  by:  cvrt^  S  ^^t~<x^  \  c 


Scientific  name: 

Common  name:    Ev\oAvA/v  UoVVy  

Street  address:     7"£1>    dCl  j^yg..  

Cross  streets: 

Block:    Lot(s):  

GPS  units  (optional):  


Private        Q  Public 


Agency  name 


Property  owner  consent  to  evaluate 

DBH  (in): 
Height  (ft): 

Average  canopy  spread  (ft): 
Trunk  diameter  at  ground  level  (in) 
Number  of  trees 


S  Yes  □  No 
\*'  


Tree  Condition  (adapted  from  CTLA  Guide  to  Plant  Appraisat) 

□  No  apparent  problems        Minor  problems       O  Major  problems       □  Extreme  problems 

Root  issues 

Q  Root  anchorage 

□  Collar/flare  soundness 

□  Mechanical  injury 

□  Girdling/kinked  roots 

E~3  Compaction/waterlogged  roots 

□  Mushrooms  (may  have  to  ask  owner) 
Trunk  issues 

□  Sound  bark  and  wood 

□  Cavities 

□  Mechanical  or  fire  injury 

□  Cracks 

□  Swollen  or  sunken  areas 

□  Conks 
Scaffold  branches 

Strong  attachments 
23  Smaller  diameter  than  trunk  where  attached  . 
Vertical  branch  distribution  -  C*~<*^  A  a.^ 

□  Free  of  included  bark 

IX]  Free  of  decay  and  cavities 
0  Well  pruned  A/o 

□  Well-proportioned/proper  taper 

□  Wound  closure 
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□  Deadwood  or  fire  injury 
Small  branches  and  twigs 

Vigor  of  current  shoots  (compare  previous  growth)  K^oJ^ly 

□  Well  distributed  throughout  canopy  / 

□  Appearance  of  buds  (color,  shape,  size  for  species) 
SmaJI  Branches  and  Twigs  (continued) 

0  Presence  of  weak  or  dead  twigs  So  <^  <>___ 
Foliage  and/or  Buds 

□  Coloration  of  foliage 

□  Nutrient  status 

□  Herbicide,  chemical  or  pollution  injury 

□  Wilted  or  dead  leaves 

□  Dry  buds  \ 
□  Presence  of  insects  or  disease  (any  part  of  tree)  -  SokilS  c^-\ 

Comments  on  health  or  structure:  Tv/y  i»-\g~~Vr  ^vrvW — 

C^fKe.r  yowtv    c\\\n,<£c^>)  _  \ 


Species 

□  Rare 

Size  or  Age 

□  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

0  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association 

□  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 

□  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree 

□  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

□  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media 

Key  Location 

□  High  traffic  area 

IXl  Low  tree  density  area 

Q  Extends  between  several  properties 

1  I  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way 

Ecology 

□  Important  wildlife  habitat 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 

□  Erosion  control 

□  Wind  or  sound  barrier 

Visual  characteristic 

□  Prominent  landscape  feature 

□  Character  defining  form 

Additional  comments    ,  _j 
SkJv' 
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Possible  considerations  for  tree  care 


California  Buckeye  -  730  -  28th  Avenue 


Report  of  Findings  for  the  California  Buckeye  at  730  28th  Ave 


The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  met  on  February  13  and 
considered  the  nomination  for  Landmark  Status  of  the  California  Buckeye,  Aesculus 
californica,  at  730  28th  Ave 

The  committee  voted  to  recommend  landmark  status.  The  vote  was  4-1 .  The  only 
public  testimony  came  from  a  neighbor  who  spoke  neither  for  nor  against  landmark 
status,  only  that  she  appreciated  the  tree.  The  tree  was  seen  by  only  2  of  the  5  members 
of  the  committee,  who  both  completed  evaluation  forma.  The  tree  was  also  seen  by  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  Associate,  who  also  completed  and  evaluation  form. 

The  majority,  voting  for  recommendation  for  landmark  status,  found  that  the  tree  met 
standards  that  would  merit  Landmark  Tree  Status.  These  standards  included: 

•  The  tree  is  uncommon,  possibly  rare  in  San  Francisco 

•  The  tree,  while  not  notably  large,  was  of  a  good  size  and  large  considering  the 
poor  sandy  soils,  and  proximity  to  the  Ocean  winds. 

•  The  tree  appeared  somewhat  advanced  in  age.  The  committee  notes  that  the  well- 
respected  consulting  arborist,  Roy  Leggitt,  suggests  that  the  tree  could  be  over 

1 00  years  old. 

•  The  tree  may  have  historical  context  in  that  it  possibly  predates  the  oldest  houses 
built  in  the  area 

•  The  tree  has  neighborhood  appreciation  as  expressed  by  a  neighbor  and  the 
property-owner's  nomination  of  the  tree.  It  is  reported  that  there  is  a  petition  with 
over  60  names  in  support  of  this  tree,  though  this  petition  was  not  presented 

•  The  tree  had  character-defining  form. 

•  The  tree  was  in  a  relatively  low  tree  density  area,  though  part  of  an  interdependent 
small  cluster  of  trees  which  helped  define  the  character  of  the  area. 

•  The  tree,  as  a  SF  Native,  provided  wildlife  habitat. 

The  minority,  voting,  with  reservations,  against  landmark  status,  did  not  think  that  the 
tree  quite  reached  the  high  bar  which  would  distinguish  landmark  status,  also  noting  that 
there  were  some  health  concerns  (crack  and  embedded  bark,  crowded  branching)  and 
suggested  improvement  measures  (thinning  out  tree  and  bolting  the  area  of  the  crack) 


Respectfully  submitted, 
Mike  Boss 

Chair,  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 


URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 

CRITERIA  FOR  LANDMARK  TREE  EVALUATION 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  UFC  has  developed  these  criteria 
for  evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco.  When  evaluating  or  considering  potential 
landmark  trees,  please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within  its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC 
land  may  not  have  the  same  community  importance  that  a  street  or  park  tree  would.  Use  comment  sections, 
as  appropriate,  to  explain  or  support  evaluation.  Attach  sheets  if  more  space  is  needed. 


Evaluator's  name 


Scientific  name 
Street  address 
Cross  streets: 


Common  name: 


Block:   Lot(s): 


Rare:   Yes   No  ^  Other: 

Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Comment: 

Size:   Large        A,   Not  large 

Notable  size  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 

Comment: 


Age:   Significantly  advanced       fir  Not  significantly  adv  anced 

Significantly  advanced  age  (known  or  estimated) 

Comment: 


Historical  Association:   Yes  None  apparent 

Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  str^et^  person,  event,  etc. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  fc <^  <^{x  ^      [v  t  ^  y{ 

Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes  /*V  None  apparent 


Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Neighborhood  appreciation: 


None  apparent 


Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent 
or  related  to  tree,  etc. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation.  Attach  documentation:  


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:        "K  Yes  No  . 

Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic.  Zy^^ 


Describe  contribution: 


Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   Yes  ^\    None  apparent 

Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  video  media  coverage. 

Describe  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate.  Be  specific. 

High  traffic  area:   Yes  }\  No 

High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 

Describe: 


Low  tree  density:  Yes   No 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 


Describe: 


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes   No 


High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 
Describe: 


Accessible  from  public  right-of-way.   Yes 

High  visibility. 


Describe: 


Important  wildlife  habitat: 


Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential) 
Describe.  Be  as  specific  as  possible. 

Interdependent  group  of  trees:   Yes   No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 
Describe:       . 


Erosion  control:   Yes   No 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion 

Describe:     


Wind  or  sound  barrier:   Yes   No 

Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise 

Describe: 


Prominent  landscape  feature:   Yes   No 

A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature 

Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  


Character-defining  form:         v    Yes   No 

Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Describe: 


Tree  condition:   Good   Poor   Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 

Describe:  
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FILE  NO.  061693 


RESOLUTION  NO. 


[Landmark  Designation  nomination  for  tree  located  at  730  28  Avenue.] 

Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  California  Buckeye  located  at  730 
28th  Avenue  (Assessor's  Block  1617  Lot  030)  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to 
Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  acknowledging  the  temporary  designation  of  such 
tree  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Section  810(d),  and  authorizing  other  official  acts  in 
furtherance  of  the  Resolution. 

WHEREAS,  Trees  provide  numerous  environmental,  social  and  economic  benefits 
such  as  reducing  stormwater  runoff,  reducing  energy  use,  reducing  air  pollution,  improving  air 
quality,  increasing  property  values  and  providing  wildlife  habitat;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Trees  provide  beauty,  natural  character,  and  a  connection  with  nature  in 
the  midst  of  an  urban  setting;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Landmark  trees  have  a  special  significance  to  the  community;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Landmark  trees  have  an  especially  prominent  and  beautiful  visual  impact; 

and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  Ordinance  Number  17-06,  an 
amendment  to  Public  Works  Code  -  Sections  801,  landmark  trees,  significant  trees,  and 
penalties  for  violations  in  support  of  a  landmark  tree  program  a  copy  of  said  Ordinance  is  on 
file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  file  number  051458  which  is  incorporated 
herein  by  reference;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  City's  Urban  Forestry  Council  developed  landmark  tree  designation 
criteria,  forms,  and  procedure  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  Resolution  Enacted  Number 
440-06,  adopted  said  criteria.  A  copy  of  such  Resolution  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  file  Number  060487  which  is  incorporated  herein  by  reference;  and, 

Supervisor  Jake  McGoldrick 
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WHEREAS,  The  California  Buckeye  tree,  picture  of  which  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  in  file  number  061693  and  is  incorporated  herein  as  reference,  is  a  rare 
tree  in  San  Francisco,  has  prominent  and  beautiful  visual  impacts,  is  part  of  an  important 
wildlife  habitat,  acts  as  a  wind  and  sound  barrier  in  spring,  summer  and  fall,  and  has  historic, 
cultural,  and  economic  significance  to  it's  surrounding  community;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  The  Board,  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  hereby 
adopts  this  Resolution  of  intent  to  initiate  landmark  tree  designation  for  the  Californian 
Buckeye  tree  located  at  730  28th  Avenue,  Assessor's  Block  1617,  Lot  030,  and  acknowledges 
the  temporary  designation  of  such  tree  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to  Public  Works 
Code  Section  810(d);  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  The  Board  directs  the  Clerk  to  forward  this  Resolution  and 
accompanying  documents  contained  in  the  file  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  begin  the 
landmark  tree  designation  process  for  the  subject  tree;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  The  Board  urges  the  Director  of  Public  Works  to  immediately 
notify  the  affected  property  owner  of  the  pending  nomination  and  inform  said  owner  of  the 
special  permit  and  approval  requirements  for  removal  of  landmark  trees  under  Pubiic  Works 
Code  Section  810(f)  if  such  notification  has  not  yet  occurred. 


Supervisor  Jake  McGoldrick 
BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Tails 
Resolution 


City  Hall 
I  Or  Carlton  U  Goodlctl  Place 
San  l-urKinco,  CA  v4 102-loS-J 


File  Number: 


061693 


Date  Passed: 


Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  California  Buckeye  located  at  730  28th  Avenue 
(Assessor's  Block  1617  Lot  030)  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section 
810(b),  acknowledging  the  temporary  designation  of  such  tree  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Section 
810(d),  and  authorizing  other  official  acts  in  furtherance  of  the  Resolution. 


January  9,  2007  Board  of  Supervisors  —  ADOPTED 

Ayes:  1 1  -  Alioto-Pier,  Ammiano,  Daly,  Dufty,  Elsbernd,  Jew,  Maxwell, 
McGoldrick,  Mirkarimi,  Peskin,  Sandoval 


File  No.  061693  I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution 

was  ADOPTED  on  January  9,  2007  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form 


Who  can  nominate  a  landmark  tree? 

■  A  property  owner  may  nominate  a  tree  on  his  or  her  property. 

■  A  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree  on  their  property.  City  departments 
and  agencies  should  conduct  an  internal  approval  process  before  nominating  a  tree. 

■  The  Board  of  Supervisors,  Planning  Commission,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
and  the  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree. 

■  A  member  of  the  public  may  approach  a  property  owner,  Board  of  Supervisors,  Planning 
Commission,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  or  the  head  of  a  City  department  or 
agency  about  nominating  a  tree. 

Please  note  that  a  permit  will  be  required  for  any  future  removal  of  a  landmark  tree. 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  requests 
the  following  information. 


Property  owner: 


Name 


Name 

Supervisor  Jake  McGoldrick 


Address 


Address 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B  Goodlett  Place 


Address 


Address 


Phone  (day) 


Phone  (day) 
415-554-7412 


Fax  # 


Fax  # 

415-554-7415 


Email 

Jake.McGoldrick  V/'sfszov.org  or 
Cassa  nd  ra .  Costel  lo  @sf gov .  o  rg 


Email 

Authorized  nominator  (if  not  owner): 

Property  owner  consent  X  Yes   □  No 

I  am  the  property  owner  or  designee  of  the  property  owner  and  I  grant  permission  for  city  staff 
to  evaluate  a  tree  on  the  property  with  advance  notice. 

 Signature 

 Date 


TREE  DESCRIPTION 

Street  address:   730  28th  Avenue  

Location  of  Tree:         □  Front  yard    X  Rear  yard      Q  Side  yard     D  Corner-side  yard 

□  Public  right-of-way   □  Public  lands  Q  Not  sure 

□  Other:  

Number  of  trees:  One  


GPS  units  (OPTIONAL): 


2 


Tree  name  (species  and  common  name):    Aesculus  Californica  -  California  Buckeye 

Height  15-20  feet 

Average  canopy  width1   15-20  feet 

Circumference  at  chest  level2   inches 

Circumference  at  ground  level3   inches 

1  Distance  from  one  edge  to  opposite  edge  of  tree  canopy 

2  Distance  around  trunk  at  4.5  ft  off  the  ground,  http://www.isa-arbor.com/publications/tree-ord/heritaqe.aspx 

3  Distance  around  trunk  on  the  ground  where  the  trunk  meets  the  soil. 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  use  the  following  criteria  t  o  evaluate  each  potential  landmark  tree. 
Please  check  the  applicable  criteria  boxes  and  provide  additional  information  about  each  component.  If 
you  need  more  space  to  describe  the  tree,  please  attach  additional  sheets. 

Species 
X  Rare 

Size  or  Age 

X  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

X  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association  with  person,  place,  event 

□  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 

X  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree 

□  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

□  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media 

Key  Location 

□  High  traffic  area 

□  Low  tree  density  area 

X  Extends  between  several  properties 

□  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way 

Ecology 

X  Important  wildlife  habitat 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 

X  Erosion  control  (in  spring,  summer  and  fall) 

X  Wind  or  sound  barrier  (in  spring,  summer  and  fall) 

Visual  characteristic 

X  Prominent  landscape  feature 
X  Character  defining  form 

Tree  Condition 

X  No  apparent  problems     Q  Minor  problems       □  Major  problems       □  Extreme  problems 

□  Root  issues 

D  Mushrooms  (trunk  or  base  of  tree) 

□  Trunk  wounds  or  cracks 

□  Trunk  cavities 

□  Broken  or  dead  branches 

□  Crowded  or  crossing  branches 

□  Pest  or  disease  problem 

□  Previous  construction  that  may  have  damaged  tree 


3 


Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  historical  importance  due  to  an  association  with  a  building,  structure,  site, 
street,  person  or  event. 

The  California  Buckeye  is  a  native  tree  to  California  and  is  quite  rare.  As  this  house  was  the  first  on  the 
entire  block  built  in  1912-1913,  we  have  reason  to  believe  that  the  tree  predates  the  house. 

Also,  please  see  additional  attached  Arborisf  s  Report. 


Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  cultural,  social  and/or  historical  importance. 

The  California  Buckeye  is  notable  for  its  rarity,  size  and  history  --  it  is  one  of  the  few  natural  California 
trees  you  will  find.  Native  Americans  used  the  Buckeye's  pods  for  medicinal  purposes  and  the  bark  was 
used  for  household  items.  The  nuts  from  the  trees  are  slightly  poisonous  and  were  used  by  Native 
Americans  to  catch  fish  -  (they  would  crush  the  nuts  and  throw  them  in  the  streams  to  stupefy  the  fish). 


Describe  how/why  the  tree  is  a  defining  or  meaningful  feature  of  a  neighborhood. 

The  California  Buckeye  has  beautiful  dark  green  leaves  on  top,  paler  beneath  with  showy  long  clusters  of 
white  flowers  appearing  in  May.  It  can  be  seen  by  at  least  10-15  homes  and  is  much  admired  for  its 
beauty  and  constant  changes  with  the  seasons.  In  the  winter  its  pale  grey  bark  is  especially  striking  after 
its  leaves  have  fallen. 


Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  ecological  value  like  wildlife  habitat  and  erosion  control. 

In  the  spring,  summer  and  fall  the  tree  provides  shade,  privacy  and  sound  protection.  Also,  please  see 
Arborist  Report. 


Describe  any  tree  health  or  structure  issues. 
No  health  Issues. 


If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  form,  tree  terms  or  tree  concepts,  please  contact  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  staff  (see  below).  In  addition,  it  is  acceptable  if  you  are  unable  to 
provide  some  of  the  information  requested  on  this  form. 


A  photograph  of  the  tree  must  be  submitted  with  this  form. 


Please  attach  optional  supporting  documents  such  as  letters,  arborist  report,  etc. 
Arborist  Report  attached. 

Send  to:  Urban  Forestry  Council,  c/o  Alexis  Harte,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
OR  SFUrbanForestCouncii  asfqov.org 


FOR  STAFF  USE  ONLY 

Application  received  date 

Received  by 

Tree  evaluation  form 

UFC  recommendation  date 

Board  of  Supervisors  Decision 

Landmark  Tree  # 

Title  recorded  date 

To  Linda  Laws/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 
bcc 

Subject  Fw:  California  buckeye  in  my  report 
Linda, 

Can  you  please  add  the  email  below  to  the  file  for  the  California  Buckeye  landmark  tree  item  for  Monday? 
It  is  a  note  from  the  arborist  who  wrote  the  report  for  the  Holly  tree  at  733  27th  ave  stating  that  the 
California  Buckeye  referred  to  in  his  report  is  in  the  backyard  of  730  28th  ave. 

Thanks, 
Cassandra 


Cassandra  Costello 
Legislative  Assistant 
Supervisor  Jake  McGoldrick 
San  Francisco  District  1 
415-554-7412 
Fax  415-554-7415 

 Forwarded  by  Cassandra  Costello/BOS/SFGOV  on  12/14/2006  09:56  AM  

Cheryl  ErbSchultz 

<cherylschultz1@yahoo.com  To  cassandra.costello@sfgov.org 

> 

cc 

12/14/2006  09:53  AM 

Subject  Fwd:  California  buckeye  in  my  report 


Cassandra 

Costello/BOS/SFGOV 


12/14/2006  09:59  AM 


Note:  forwarded  message  attached. 

Everyone  is  raving  about  the  all-new  Yahoo!  Mail  beta. 

- —  Message  from  "Roy  C.  Leggitt,  III"  <RCL3@mindspring.com>  on  Thu,  14  Dec  2006  07:59:1 1  -0300 

To:  Cheryl  &  Doug  Schultz  <cherylschultzl@yahoo.com> 

Subject:  California  buckeye  in  my  report 

Hi  Cheryl, 

Here  is  a  nets  to  confirm  the  location  for  the  California  buckeye  referred 
to  in  my  report  as   730  23th  Avenue.     You  may  forward  this  message  cr.  zo  the 
offices  of  Supervisor  McGoldrick. 


Re a a  rds 
Roy 


Roy  C.  Leggitt,  III 

Consulting  Arborist 

3109  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Member,  American  Society  of  Consulting  Arborists 
Certified  Arborist.  International  Society  of  Arboriculture 

cell/vm  415.606.3610  office  415.921.3610 


Cheryl  and  Doug  Schultz 

729  27,h  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


ARBORIST  REPORT 

Background 

The  Schultz's  reported  that  17  trees  and  shrubs  were  cut  down  recently  in  the  rear  garden  of 
their  neighbor's  property  at  733  27tri  Avenue,  and  only  one  large  holly  tree  (Ilex  altaclarensis 
'Wilsonii')  remained.  They  stated  that  construction  was  planned  that  would  expand  the  existing 
structure  considerably  toward  the  rear,  and  had  experienced  concern  that  the  tree  would  be 
removed  or  damaged  in  the  process.  At  the  request  of  the  Schultz's,  a  conditional  approval  for 
Landmark  Tree  status  was  put  in  place  by  Supervisor  McGoldrick  to  temporarily  protect  the  tree 
from  harm. 

A  site  sketch  was  created  to  show  the  location  of  various  trees,  and  can  be  found  at  the  end  of 
this  report.  Tree  1  is  the  holly  tree  that  is  located  at  the  neighboring  property  and  is  threatened, 
tree  2  is  a  California  buckeye  and  trees  3  and  4  are  mature  holly  trees  located  on  other  parcels 
within  the  same  mid-block. 

3enefits 

I  visited  the  Schultz  residence  on  December  1,  2007  to  inspect  conditions  surrounding  this  holly 
tree,  and  found  it  to  be  located  at  the  rear  of  733  27th  Avenue,  the  adjacent  property  to  the 
south,  and  within  about  3  feet  of  the  rear  fence  line.  The  holly  tree  provides  privacy  between 
the  Scnuiz  property  and  a  neignbor  to  the  west,  as  well  as  to  several  other  properties  along 
different  lines  as  this  is  a  very  mature  example  of  this  holly  variety. 

To  better  inspect  the  tree,  the  Schultz's  arranged  for  access  by  way  of  the  property  on  28,n 
Avenue  that  is  directly -behind  the  neighboring  property  with  the  holly  tree.  From  this  property  I 
was  able  to  see  the  holly  tree  close  up  and  from  most  sides. 

The  holly  is  a  3-stemmed  tree  that  appeared  to  be  healthy  with  a  full  set  of  leaves  of  proper 
size,  shape  and  color.  There  was  no  evidence  of  any  pest  or  disease  present. 

Cultural  History 

Holly  trees  were  frequently  cultivated  in  the  19-teens  and  1920's,  the  same  era  when  this  area 
was  developed,  and  are  part  of  the  cultural  history  of  this  place.  In  many  sites,  conditions  are 
not  so  favorable  as  here  and  mature  holly  trees  are  less  healthy  than  this  one.  Although  many 
types  of  trees  can  survive  in  San  Francisco,  the  ability  of  this  species  :o  thrive  in  drougnty  sands 
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such  as  found  here  commands  respect  for  the  wisdom  and  experience  of  the  gardeners  of 
yesteryear  who  planted  holly  trees. 

Additional  Holly  Trees 

Additional  holly  trees  were  found  as  well,  one  being  two  lots  toward  the  north  and  another  4  lots 
toward  the  south.  These  additional  holly  trees  are  also  very  healthy  and  of  approximately  the 
same  size  and  maturity.  The  holly  tree  that  is  of  concern  is  a  male  plant  that  does  not  produce 
red  berries,  and  both  of  the  other  holly  trees  found  are  female  plants  that  have  red  berries  on 
them  These  additional  holly  trees  depend  on  this  male  holly  tree  as  the  pollen  source  to  be 
able  to  produce  berries. 

Additional  Threatened  Tree 

  \ 

An  additional  mature,  rare  and  a  native  tree  was  discovered  during  my  site  inspection  from  the 
neighbor  behind  the  threatened  holly  tree.  This  significant  tree  is  a  California  buckeye 
(Aesculus  californica),  and  is  an  important  source  of  habitat  for  native  mammal,  insect  and  bird 
species.  Native  trees  such  as  this  are,  in  my  experience,  subject  to  protection  under  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA). 

The  property  where  this  tree  is  located  was  reported  as  being  the  first  house  built  in  the  area.  It 
is  likely  that  the  tree  pre-dates  this  earliest  house  and  could  be  more  than  100  years  old 

The  California  buckeye  is  located  within  about  2  feet  of  the  rear  fence  line  and  overhangs  the 
property  with  the  threatened  holly  tree.  The  branches  that  are  over  the  fence  have  recently 
been  cut  back  in  an  unprofessional  and  arbitrary  manner. 

Protection  Requirements 

All  types  of  construction  can  cause  harm  to  these  trees,  including  construction  of  a  building  and 
landscape  construction.  Building  construction  will  cause  impacts  to  roots  well  beyond  ;he 
building  envelope  or  footprint.  Roots  commonly  extend  2  to  5  times  the  radius  of  the  limb 
structure,  and  are  certainly  present  throughout  the  rear  yard  of  733  27tn  Avenue 

To  protect  the  holly  tree  and  the  California  buckeye  from  irreparable  harm,  a  Project  Arborist 
must  provide  specifications  for  tree  protection  and  tree  presen/ation.  Protection  must  prevent 
construction  activities  from  causing  harm  to  limbs,  trunks  and  roots.  Preservation  must  prov  de 
for  the  ongoing  care  that  is  necessary  to  sustain  these  trees  during  construction  activ.ty. 

Fence  and  retaining  wall  replacement  along  the  side  and  rear  of  the  neighboring  property  to  the 
south  will  certainly  imoact  the  health  of  both  adjacent  trees,  the  threatened  holly  tree  and  the 
California  buckeye,  unless  this  work  is  completed  with  sensitivity  to  the  trees  and  in  a  manner 
that  protects  the  roots  from  impacts. 
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Roy  C.  leggitt,  II! 

Consulting  Arborist 

3109  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Member,  American  Society  of  Consulting  Arbonsts 
Certified  Arborist,  International  Society  of  Arboriculture 

cel:A/m  415  606  3610  office  415.921  3610 


Supporting  Information 

Site  Sketch 

<   27th  Ave.   > 


fax  415.921.7711  email  RCL3<c?minc[sprinq  com 


729 


North 


SKETCH  -  NOT  TO  SCALE 
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Roy  C.  Leggitt,  i!l 


Consulting  Arborist 

3109  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Member,  American  Society  of  Consulting  Arbonsts 
Certified  Arbonst,  International  Society  of  Arboriculture 


cell/vm  415  606.3610 


office  415.921.3510 


fax  415.921.7711 


Assumptions  and  Limiting  Conditions 

1 .  Any  legal  description  provided  to  the  consultant  is  assumed  to  be  correct.  Title  and 
ownership  of  all  property  considered  are  assumed  to  be  good  and  marketable.  No 
responsibility  is  assumed  for  matters  legal  in  character.  Any  and  all  property  is  appraised  or 
evaluated  as  though  free  and  clear,  under  responsible  ownership  and  competent 
management. 

2.  It  is  assumed  that  any  property  is  not  in  violation  of  any  applicable  codes,  ordinances, 
statutes  or  other  governmental  regulations. 

3.  Care  has  been  taken  to  obtain  all  information  from  reliable  sources.  All  data  has  been 
verified  insofar  as  possible.  The  consultant  can  neither  guarantee  nor  be  responsible  for  the 
accuracy  of  information  provided  by  others. 

4.  Various  diagrams,  sketches  and  photographs  in  this  report  are  intended  as  visual  aids  and 
are.  not  to  scale,  unless  specifically  stated  as  such  on  the  drawing.  These  communication 
tools  in  no  way  substitute  for  nor  should  be  construed  as  surveys,  architectural  or 
engineering  drawings. 

5.  Loss  or  alteration  of  any  part  of  this  report  invalidates  the  entire  report. 

6.  Possession  of  this  report  or  a  copy  thereof  does  not  imply  right  of  publication  or  use  for  any 
purpose  by  any  other  than  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  without  the  prior  written  or 
verbal  consent  of  the  consultant. 

7.  This  report  is  confidential  and  to  be  distributed  only  to  the  individual  or  entity  to  whom  it  is 
addressed  Any  or  all  of  the  contents  of  this  report  may  be  conveyed  to  another  party  only 
with  the  express  prior  written  or  verbal  consent  of  the  consultant.  Such  limitations  apply  to 
the  original  report,  a  copy,  facsimile,  scanned  image  or  digital  version  thereof. 

3.  This  report  represents  the  opinion  of  the  consultant.  In  no  way  is  the  consultant  s  fee 
contingent  upcn  a  stipulated  resuit,  the  occurrence  of  a  subsequent  event,  nor  upon  any 
finding  to  be  reported. 

9.  The  consultant  shall  not  be  required  to  give  testimony  or  to  attend  court  by  reason  of  this 
report  unless  subsequent  contractual  arrangements  are  made,  including  payment  of  an 
additional  fee  for  such  services  as  described  in  the  fee  schedule,  an  agreement  or  a 
contract. 

10.  Information  contained  in  this  report  reflects  observations  made  only  to  those  items  described 
and  only  reflects  the  condition  of  those  items  at  the  time  of  the  site  visit.  Furthermore,  the 
Inspection  is  limited  to  visual  examination  of  items  and  elements  at  the  site,  unless  expressly 
stated  otherwise.  There  is  no  expressed  or  implied  warranty  or  guarantee  that  prcbiems  or 
deficiencies  of  the  plants  or  property  inspected  may  not  arise  in  the  future. 
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Roy  C.  Leggitt,  315 

Consulting  Arborist 

3109  Sacramento  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Member,  American  Society  of  Consulting  Arborists 
Certified  Arborist,  International  Society  of  Arboriculture 

cell/vm  415.606  3610  office  415.921.3610  ■ 


fax  415.921.7711  email  RCL3@mindsprmq  com 


Certification  of  Performance 

I,  Roy  C  Leggitt,  III,  Certify: 

«    That  I  have  personally  inspected  the  trees  and/  or  property  evaluated  in  this  report.  I  have 
stated  my  findings  accurately,  insofar  as  the  limitations  of  my  Assignment  and  within  the 
extent  and  context  identified  by  this  report; 

•  That  I  have  no  current  or  prospective  interest  in  the  vegetation  or  any  real  estate  that  is  the 
subject  of  this  report,  and  have  no  personal  interest  or  bias  with  respect  to  the  parties 
involved; 

•  That  the  analysis,  opinions  and  conclusions  stated  herein  are  my  own  and  are  based  on 
current  scientific  procedures  and  facts  and  according  to  commonly  accepted  arboricultural 
practices; 

•  That  no  significant  professional  assistance  was  provided,  except  as  indicated  by  the 
inclusion  of  another  professional  report  within  this  report; 

•  That  my  compensation  is  not  contingent  upon  the  reporting  of  a  predetermined  conclusion 
that  favors  the  cause  of  the  client  or  any  other  party. 

I  am  a  member  in  good  standing  of  the  American  Society  of  Consulting  Arborists  and  a  memoer 
and  Certified  Arborist  with  the  International  Society  of  Arboriculture. 

I  have  attained  professional  training  in  all  areas  of  knowledge  asserted  through  this  report  by 
completion  of  a  Bachelor  of  Science  degree  in  a  closely  related  field,  by  routinely  attending 
pertinent  professional  conferences  and  by  reading  current  research  from  professional  journals, 
booKs  and  ether  media. 

I  have  rendered  professional  services  in  a  full  time  capacity  in  the  field  of  horticulture  and 
arcoriculture  for  more  than  18  years. 


Signed: 


Date:        December  12,  2006 


Supervisor  Jake  McGoldrick 

Sun  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 

City  Hall 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4689 

December  8,  2006 

Dear  Mr.  McGoldrick, 

I  am  writing  to  request  your  assistance  in  designating  a  California  (CA)  Buckeye  tree,  located  in  the  rear  yard  of" my 
property  at  730  28*  Ave.,  as  a  landmark. 

As  you  may  know,  while  the  California  Buckeye  is  a  native  species  (its  pods  were  often  used  by  Native  Americans 
for  medicinal  and  food  purposes  and  the  bark  was  used  for  household  items),  there  are  very  few  examples  of  this 
type  of  tree  of  this  age  and  condition.  As  a  twenty-plus  year  resident  of  the  Richmond  district,  I  am  aware  of  the 
need  to  "green"  our  neighborhood  and  maintain  the  trees  already  existing.  This  tree  is  tall  and  can  be  viewed  from 
homes  on  the  next  block.  I  truly  appreciate  this  tree's  beauty,  its  ample  shade  and  the  noise  barrier  it  provides,  as  do 
many  admiring  neighbors.  An  arborist,  Roy  Leggett,  recently  estimated  the  tree's  age  at  approximately  1 00-150 
yrs  ,  which  would  predate  my  own  house  built  in  1913.  Currently,  the  height  of  this  tree  is  about  25  feet  and  the 
branch  span  is  approximately  20  feet.   The  approximate  circumference  of  the  trunk  is  about  five  feet. 

However,  I  am  concerned  about  the  status  of  this  particular  tree  and  would  like  to  see  it  protected.  Mr  Leggett  has 
confirmed  that  the  root  structure  of  this  particular  tree  would  extend  approximately  one-  and-a-  half  times  the  height 
of  the  tree.  This  would  translate  into  an  approximate  35  feet  radius  root  system.  While  the  trunk  of  the  tree  is 
exclusively  on  my  property,  the  roots  extend  beneath  the  property  line  between  my  property  (730  28m  Ave.)  and  the 
adjacent  rear  property  at  729  27th  Ave. 

The  above  mentioned  property  at  729  27*  Ave.  is  currently  submitting  a  request  to  build  a  much  larger  property  on 
the  site,  one  which  would  extend  over  the  root  system  of  the  CA  Buckeye  tree  in  my  yard.  There  is  the  potential  of 
great  damage  and  eventual  death  to  the  CA  Buckeye  if  there  is  any  disruption  to  the  root  system,  which  would  likely 
occur  during  any  construction  over  the  site. 

I  am  unaware  of  the  existence  of  any  other  comparable  examples  of  the  CA  Buckeye,  particularly  in  the  Richmond 
district.  My  neighbors  certainly  enjoy  the  blooming  flowers  from  their  vantage  point  as  well.  The  Richmond  district 
certainly  cannot  afford  to  lose  any  trees,  much  less  a  "grand  dame"  like  this  CA  Buckeye. 

Piease  help  me  in  preserving  this  tine  example  of  California  history! 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 

Sincerely, 


Valerie  Louie 
730  28th  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94121 

Attachments:  photcs  of  CA  Buckeye  tree,  730  28"1  Ave. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Phone:  (415)  554-6920 
Fax:  (415)  554-6944 
TDD:  (415)554-6900 
http://www.sfdpw.com 


Department  of  Public  Works 
Office  of  the  Director 
City  Hall,  Room  348 


Gavin  Newsom,  Mayor 
Fred  V.  Abadi,  Ph.D.,  Director 


1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4645 


December  13,  2006 


Valerie  Louie 
730  28th  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94121 


Dear  Ms.  Louie, 

This  letter  serves  to  inform  you  that  Supervisor  Jake  McGoldrick  has  formally  nominated  the 
California  Buckeye  (Aesculus  californica)  tree  located  on  your  property  at  730  28th  Ave.  (Block  1617 
Lot  030)  in  San  Francisco  for  Landmark  Tree  Status.  The  nomination  is  in  the  form  of  a  resolution  of 
intent  to  initiate  Landmark  Tree  Status,  which  will  be  the  subject  of  a  Board  of  Supervisors  hearing  in 
the  near  future. 

In  accordance  with  Section  810  (d)  of  the  Public  Works  Code,  this  tree  is  granted  a  temporary 
designation  of  Landmark  Tree  Status: 

"Temporary  Designation  of  Landmark  Tree  Status.  At  the  time  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
introduces  a  resolution  of  intent  to  initiate  a  nomination  and  submits  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  the  information  required  for  a  landmark  tree  nomination  request  as  set  forth  in  Section 
810  (b)(2),  the  subject  tree  shall  be  temporarily  designated  as  a  landmark  tree  ("temporary 
designation")  and  be  subject  to  the  provisions  governing  landmark  trees  set  forth  herein  while 
proceedings  are  pending  on  the  landmark  tree  designation." 

Therefore,  this  tree  may  not  be  removed  without  going  through  the  special  permit  process  from  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  that  is  set  forth  in  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(f).  Additional  rules 
also  apply  to  maintenance  of  the  tree  and  any  construction  work  on  the  property  that  may  affect  the 
tree.  We  encourage  you  to  review  the  landmark  tree  designation  process,  which  involves  public 
hearings  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  other  applicable  requirements 
that  are  found  in  the  Public  Works  Code  Section  810.   This  law  can  be  found  at  any  local  library  or 
on-line  through  the  City's  website  at  sfgov.org.  Please  contact  the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  at  (415) 
641-2674  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  matter  or  if  you  would  like  us  to  send  you  the 
relevant  portions  of  the  Public  Works  Code. 


Fred  V.  Abadi,  Ph.D. 
Director  of  Public  Works 


"IMPROVING  THE  QUALITY  OF  LIFE  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO"  We  are  dedicated  individuals  committed  to  teamwork,  customer 
service  and  continuous  improvement  in  partnership  w,th  the  community. 


Sincerely, 


PETITION:  LANDMARK  TREE  DESIGNATION  NOMINATION 
CALIFORNIA  BUCKEYE 

We,  the  undersigned  support  the  Landmark  Designation  nomination  for  the  rare,  old  California  Buckeye 
tree  located  at  730  28th  Avenue.  We  understand  that  this  tree  most  likely  predates  the  home  on  this  location, 
which  was  built  in  1913  and  was  the  first  house  on  our  block.  This  beautiful  tree  creates  a  stunning  visual 
impact  and  symbolizes  an  essential  connection  with  nature,  vital  in  an  urban  setting  such  as  San  Francisco. 

We  understand  it  is  one  of  the  few  natural  California  trees  you  will  find  in  the  City.  In  addition,  this  tree 
holds  special  significance  to  our  community  as  it  provides  an  important  habitat  for  native  mammals  and  bird 
species.  It  is  also  a  beautiful  tree  that  changes  from  season  to  season  and  provides  a  natural  privacy  screen  to 
homes  on  27th  and  28th  Avenues. 


Name 

Signature 

Address 

Phone 
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PETITION:  LANDMARK  TREE  DESIGNATION  NOMINATION 
CALIFORNIA  BUCKEYE 

We,  the  undersigned  support  the  Landmark  Designation  nomination  for  the  rare,  old  California  Buckey 
tree  located  at  730  28th  Avenue.  We  understand  that  this  tree  most  likely  predates  the  home  on  this  location, 
which  was  built  in  1913  and  was  the  first  house  on  our  block.  This  beautiful  tree  creates  a  stunning  visual 
impact  and  symbolizes  an  essential  connection  with  nature,  vital  in  an  urban  setting  such  as  San  Francisco. 

We  understand  it  is  one  of  the  few  natural  California  trees  you  will  find  in  the  City.  In  addition,  this  tre 
holds  special  significance  to  our  community  as  it  provides  an  important  habitat  for  native  mammals  and  bird 
species.  It  is  also  a  beautiful  tree  that  changes  from  season  to  season  and  provides  a  natural  privacy  screen  to 
homes  on  27th  and  28th  Avenues. 
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PETITION;  LANDMARK  TREE  DESIGNATION  NOMINATION 
CALIFORNIA  BUCKEYE 

We,  the  undersigned  supportthe  Landmark  Designation  nomination  for  the  rare,  old  California  Buckeye 
tree  located  at  730  28th  Avenue.  We  understand  that  this  tree  most  likely  predates  the  home  on  this  location, 
which  was  built  in  1913  and  was  the  first  house  on  our  block.  This  beautiful  tree  creates  a  stunning  visual 
impact  and  symbolizes  an  essential  connection  with  nature,  vital  in  an  urban  setting  such  as  San  Francisco. 

We  understand  it  is  one  of  the  few  natural  California  trees  you  will  find  in  the  City.  In  addition,  this  tree 
holds  special  significance  to  our  community  as  it  provides  an  important  habitat  for  native  mammals  and  bird 
species.  It  is  also  a  beautiful  tree  that  changes  from  season  to  season  and  provides  a  natural  privacy  screen  to 
homes  on  27th  and  28th  Avenues. 
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PETITION;  LANDMARK  TREE  DESIGNATION  NOMINATION 
CALIFORNIA  BUCKEYE 

We,  the  undersigned  support  the  Landmark  Designation  nomination  for  the  rare,  old  California  Buckey 
tree  located  at  730  28th  Avenue.  We  understand  that  this  tree  most  likely  predates  the  home  on  this  location, 
which  was  built  in  1913  and  was  the  first  house  on  our  block.  This  beautiful  tree  creates  a  stunning  visual 
impact  and  symbolizes  an  essential  connection  with  nature,  vital  in  an  urban  setting  such  as  San  Francisco. 

We  understand  it  is  one  of  the  few  natural  California  trees  you  will  find  in  the  City.  In  addition,  this  tre 
holds  special  significance  to  our  community  as  it  provides  an  important  habitat  for  native  mammals  and  bird 
species.  It  is  also  a  beautiful  tree  that  changes  from  season  to  season  and  provides  a  natural  priyacy  screen  to 
homes  on  27th  and  28th  Avenues. 
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Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form 

Evaluated  by:  Grace  Ma  


Scientific  name:  Aesculus  californica 


Common  name:  California  buckeye 


Street  address:  730  28th  Ave 


Cross  streets:   Balboa 


Block:   1617   Lotfs):  030 

GPS  units  (optional):  

£3  Private       □  Public        Agency  name  


Property  owner  consent  to  evaluate  £3  Yes  □  No 

DBH  (in):   28        combined  dbh  of  three  stems:  15",  6",  7' 

Height  (ft):   26  estimated 

Average  canopy  spread  (ft):   30  estimated 

Trunk  diameter  at  ground  level  (in)  23 

Number  of  trees   1  


Tree  Condition  (adapted  from  CTU\  Guide  to  Plant  Appraisaf) 

□  No  apparent  problems    13  Minor  problems       □  Major  problems       □  Extreme  problems 


Root  issues 

□  Root  anchorage 

□  Collar/flare  soundness 

□  Mechanical  injury 

□  Girdling/kinked  roots 

□  Compaction/waterlogged  roots 

□  Mushrooms  (may  have  to  ask  owner):  weed  cloth  on  ground,  no  mushrooms  visible 
Trunk  issues 

□  Sound  bark  and  wood:  some  bark  fissures 

□  Cavities 

□  Mechanical  or  fire  injury 

□  Cracks:  seam  in  one  trunk  that  appears  to  go  through  trunk 

□  Swollen  or  sunken  areas 

□  Conks 
Scaffold  branches 

□  Strong  attachments 

□  Smaller  diameter  than  trunk  where  attached:  yes  although  a  few  branches  are  close  in  size  to 
the  trunk 

□  Vertical  branch  distribution 

□  Free  of  included  bark:  occurs  at  some  branch  unions  and  where  branches  cross 
3  Free  of  decay  and  cavities:  none  visible  in  scaffold  branches 

□  Well  pruned:  some  well  pruned  cuts  but  also  flush  cuts  and  stubs 

□  Well-proportioned/proper  taper 
0  Wound  closure 

□  Deadwood  or  fire  injury 


Small  branches  and  twigs 

£3  Vigor  of  current  shoots:  there  is  new  growth  and  buds 

□  Well  distributed  throughout  canopy 

□  Appearance  of  buds  (color,  shape,  size  for  species) 

□  Presence  of  weak  or  dead  twigs 
Foliage  and/or  Buds 

□  Coloration  of  foliage:  no  leaves,  only  buds 

□  Nutrient  status 

□  Herbicide,  chemical  or  pollution  injury 

□  Wilted  or  dead  leaves 

□  Dry  buds 

□  Presence  of  insects  or  disease  (any  part  of  tree) 

Comments  on  health  or  structure:  Some  lichen  on  bark.  The  branches  are  a  bit  crowded  due  to 
neighboring  trees  and  there  are  some  watersprouts.  There  may  be  some  decay  in  the  trunk  with  the 
seam. 

Species 

£3  Rare:  there  are  few  California  buckeyes  in  San  Francisco 

Size  or  Age 

□  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

D  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association 

□  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 

£3  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree:  property  owner  and  some  neighbors  like  this  tree 

□  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

□  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media 

Key  Location 

D  High  traffic  area 

IE1  Low  tree  density  area 

[X]  Extends  between  several  properties:  tree  extends  over  three  backyards 
D  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way 

Ecology 

^  Important  wildlife  habitat:  scrub  jays  and  other  birds  use  this  tree 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 
D  Erosion  control 

D  Wind  or  sound  barrier 

Visual  characteristic 

^  Prominent  landscape  feature:  there  aren't  many  trees  in  this  neighborhood  so  it  stands  out 
O  Character  defining  form 

Additional  comments 

The  buckeye's  canopy  has  formed  a  cohort  relationship  with  adjacent  holly  tree  and  acacia  tree. 
Possible  considerations  for  tree  care 

Light  pruning  of  neighboring  trees.  Continue  suppressing  ivy  at  base  of  tree.  Have  a  qualified  arborist 
look  at  the  trunk  seam. 
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Urban  Forestry  Council 

Criteria  for  Landmark  Tree  Evaluation 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  has 
developed  these  criteria  for  evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco. 

When  evaluating  or  considering  potential  landmark  trees,  please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within 
its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC  land  may  not  have  the  same  community  importance  that  a 
street  or  park  tree  would. 

Rare:  Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Size:  Notable  size  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Age:  Significantly  advanced  age  (known  or  estimated). 

Historical  association:  Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Ethnic  appreciation:  Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 

Neighborhood  appreciation:  Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor 
gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or  related  to  tree,  etc. 

Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:  Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:  Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  video  media  coverage. 

High  traffic  area:  High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 

Low  tree  density:  Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Extends  between  multiple  properties:  High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:  High  visibility. 

Important  wildlife  habitat:  Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential). 

Interdependent  group  of  trees:  This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  adjacent  trees. 

Erosion  control:  Tree  prevents  soil  erosion. 

Wind  or  sound  barrier:  Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise 

Prominent  landscape  feature:  A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 

Character  defining  form:  Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Tree  condition:  Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard. 
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Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form 

Evaluated  by: 


k  Tree  Evaluation  Form  . 

Scientific  name:  cu\  us    C^Vv^  o  r  A\ 

C-^v\  v"^  o  r  *\  \  ex.   UlacV^  ^ 


Common  name: 


Street  address:      7^Q   9*5?^  A/^ 


Cross  streets:       ft>  c<\.  \a  Q  > 


Block:    Lot(s): 

GPS  units  (optional):  


Private       □  Public        Agency  name 


Property  owner  consent  to  evaluate       ^  Yes  □  No 

DBH  (in):  IS*  7^  fc* 
Height  (ft):   


Average  canopy  spread  (ft):  1}~*S/ 


Trunk  diameter  at  ground  level  (in)  "S>3' 
Number  of  trees  1 


Tree  Condition  (adapted  from  CTUk  Guide  to  Plant  Appraisal) 

□  No  apparent  problems  "0  Minor  problems       □  Major  problems       □  Extreme  problems 

Root  issues 

□  Root  anchorage 

□  Collar/flare  soundness 

□  Mechanical  injury 

□  Girdling/kinked  roots 

□  Compaction/waterlogged  roots 

□  Mushrooms  (may  have  to  ask  owner) 
Trunk  issues 

PI  Sound  bark  and  wood 

□  Cavities 

□  Mechanical  or  fire  injury  !      (  i     \  l       L      i      L  _l  U 
£3  Cracks  cr^\v  <2.^k>  e.<±  A  <^  b«vrlK~-  o^v^K.  V  ^kak 

□  Swollen  or  sunken  areas 

□  Conks 
Scaffold  branches 

□  Strong  attachments 

O  Smaller  diameter  than  trunk  where  attached 

□  Vertical  branch  distribution  .     ,  \ 
0  Free  of  included  bark  M»  -  v> 

SI  Free  of  decay  and  cavities  M<*  -  ^y-?  V»  «-—  4  cca-y   be>w\.  \>  cr^^v_ 
S  Well  pruned    No  -  Cr<ivAj  ^q-A-"' 

□  Well-proportioned/proper  taper  •  ■ 

0  Wound  closure  Wo  -  cr<^cJC^  r\^A"  closirv^ 
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□  Deadwood  or  fire  injury 

Small  branches  and  twigs  i  .» 

□  Vigor  of  current  shoots  (compare  previous  growth)  ci  or>nc^  -  K  t~A.  v^V 

□  Well  distributed  throughout  canopy  ' 

□  Appearance  of  buds  (color,  shape,  size  for  species) 
Small  Branches  and  Twigs  (continued) 

□  Presence  of  weak  or  dead  twigs 
Foliage  and/or  Buds  _   I  fc 

□  Coloration  of  foliage  -  «v  a  V'ttH^e- 

□  Nutrient  status  ^ 

□  Herbicide,  chemical  or  pollution  injury 

□  Wilted  or  dead  leaves 

□  Dry  buds 

□  Presence  of  insects  or  disease  (any  part  of  tree) 

Comments  on  health  or  structure: .  C  >r  <k~^C  \  IpcxrW  u/AV 

Species  p. 

Rare  -X^rv  S>«v.v\  \ri\r\(LV^c^ 

Size  or  Age 

□  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

□  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association 

□  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 

I  I  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree 

□  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

□  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media 

Key  Location 

□  High  traffic  area 
Low  tree  density  area 

Extends  between  several  properties 

□  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way 

Ecology 

Important  wildlife  habitat 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 

□  Erosion  control 

□  Wind  or  sound  barrier 

Visual  characteristic 

□  Prominent  landscape  feature 

□  Character  defining  form 

Additional  comments 

TV\        cv^c^ctc^  or  r  o\jC 
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Possible  considerations  for  tree  care 


New  Zealand  Christmas  Tree- 1221  Stanyan  Street 


Report  of  Findings  for  the  New  Zealand  Christmas  tree  at  1221 
Stanyan  Street 


The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  met  on  February  1 3  and 
considered  the  nomination  for  Landmark  Status  of  the  yellow-flowered  New  Zealand 
Christmas  tree,  Metrosideros  excelsus  'aarea  'at  1 22 1  Stanyan  Street. 

The  committee  voted  unanimously  to  recommend  landmark  status  for  this  tree.  The  vote 
was  5-0.  There  was  no  public  testimony  for  or  against  the  tree. 

The  found: 

•  The  tree  is  exceedingly  rare  in  San  Francisco.  There  may  be  only  one  or  two 
other  yellow-flowered  forms  of  this  species  in  the  city. 

•  The  tree  was  significantly  large  with  at  DBH  of  24",  and  a  height  and  canopy  with 
each  approaching  30' 

•  The  tree  appeared  to  be  significantly  old. 

•  The  tree  had  character-defining  form  and  appeared  in  excellent  health. 

•  The  tree,  having  been  imported  and  planted  by  the  noted  SF  horticulturist  Victor 
Reiter,  has  significant  historical  value. 

•  The  tree,  by  being  a  significant  large  tree,  helps  define  the  character  of  the  tree- 
lined  street  on  which  it  resides. 

•  The  tree  is  a  prominent  landscape  feature,  and  is  located  in  a  highly  visible 
location  with  both  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic. 

•  The  tree  is  a  featured  tree  in  the  book  Trees  of  San  Francisco,  by  Mike  Sullivan. 

•  The  tree  has  neighborhood  and  city-wide  appreciation  in  that  it  is  viewed  on  tree- 
tour  walks. 

•  The  tree  provides  habitat  for  birds. 

•  There  was  no  public  testimony  in  support  of  the  tree  and  the  property  owner  \\  as 
not  in  favor  of  landmark  status.  Though  it  was  reported  that  there  is  a  petition 
with  60  signatures  in  support  of  the  tree,  no  such  petition  was  presented. 

The  committee  is  delighted  to  recommend  this  remarkable  tree  for  Landmark  Status. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
Mike  Boss 

Chair,  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 
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URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 

CRITERIA  FOR  LANDMARK  TREE  EVALUATION 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  UFC  has  developed  these  criteria 
for  evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco.  When  evaluating  or  considering  potential 
landmark  trees,  please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within  its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC 
land  may  not  have  the  same  community  importance  that  a  street  or  park  tree  would.  Use  comment  sections, 
as  appropriate,  to  explain  or  support  evaluation.  Attach  sheets  if  more  space  is  needed. 


Evaluator's  name: 


Scientific  name: 

Street  address:    \2X{       S\Xi^-{c^  Sf~-  

Cross  streets:   :  

Block:    Lot(s):  


Rare:   J^Yes   No   Other: 

Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Comment:    U^JSJ^     ^(W^>     ffiot^y^    f*  rvW  


Size:      ^Large   Not  large 

Notable  size  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 

Comment: 


Age:      V    Significantly  advanced   Not  significantly  advanced 

Significantly  advanced  age  (known  or  estimated) 

Comment: 


Historical  Association:  \S    Yes   None  apparent 

Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  f^wW(  j/jcjjgT    jgg  j .\^f  -     gjjj  5f 

x  ^  ft  ^  u , 


None  apparent 


Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes   None  apparent 


Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Neighborhood  appreciation:   Yes   None  apparent 

Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent 
or  related  to  tree,  etc.                                                       £  ,    /. /  .  jr 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation.  Attach  documentation:     /  '  ? 


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:         /    Yes   No 

Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic.  £fy*p)/H«^ 

Describe  contribution:         b^k\^t  ^     ^gg  ^^k  '  gWf 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:  "^^Yes  None  apparent 

Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  video  media  coverage.  /|/v//7      r~  y  . 

Describe  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate.  Be  specific.  Iv*—  ^ 

High  traffic  area:         ^^Yes   No 

High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 


Describe: 


Low  tree  density:   Yes  X  No 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Describe: 


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes   No 

High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Describe: 


Accessible  from  public  right-of-way.    \i  Yes   No 

High  visibility. 


Describe: 


Important  wildlife  habitat:   Yes   No 

Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential) 
Describe.  Be  as  specific  as  possible. 

Interdependent  group  of  trees:   Yes   No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 
Describe: 


Erosion  control:   Yes   No 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion 

Describe: 


Wind  or  sound  barrier:   Yes   No 

Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise 

Describe: 


Prominent  landscape  feature:    y  Yes   No 

A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature 

Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  


Character-defining  form. 


Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 
Describe:   


Tree  condition:  C/  Good   Poor   Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 


Describe: 


SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form 


Disclaimer:  Any  information  you  include  on  this  form  will  be  part  of  the  public  record.  Anyone 
may  request  to  see  the  information  you  submit  for  a  landmark  tree  nomination.  For  more  legal 
information,  see  the  last  page  of  this  form. 

Who  can  nominate  a  landmark  tree? 

•    An  authorized  nominator  is  a  Supervisor,  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency,  Planning 
Commissioner,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member,  or  property  owner. 

■  The  Board  of  Supervisors,  Planning  Commission,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
and  the  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree. 

■  The  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree  on  property  under  their 
jurisdiction.  City  departments  and  agencies  should  conduct  an  internal  approval  process 
before  nominating  a  tree. 

■  A  property  owner  may  nominate  a  tree  on  his  or  her  property. 

■  A  member  of  the  public  may  ask  an  authorized  nominator  to  nominate  a  tree. 

I  am  one  of  the  following  authorized  nominators 

□  Property  owner 

□  Board  of  Supervisor  member 

[3       Head  of  a  city  department  or  agency 

□  Planning  Commission  member 

□  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member 

Please  note  that  a  permit  will  be  required  for  any  future  removal  of  a  landmark  tree. 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  requests 
the  following  information. 

Property  owner:  Authorized  nominator  (Supervisor,  Planning 

Commission,  Landmarks  Advisory  Board, 
Head  of  City  Department/Agency): 

Jared  Blumenfeld 


Name  Name 

11  Grove  Street 


Address  Address 

San  Francisco  CA  94102 


Address  Address 

415-355-37C0 


Phone (day)  Phone  (day) 

415-554-6393 


Fax  #  Fax  # 
  jared.blumenfeld  ~asfgov.org 


Email  Email 


I  am  the  property  owner  or  an  authorized  nominator  and  I  support  this  nomination. 


Signature 


I  /^f/°  £  Date 


I  am  the  property  owner  'and  I  grant  permission  for  city  staff  to  evaluate  the  nominated  tree  on 
the  property  with  advance  notice. 

 Signature 

 Date 


TREE  DESCRIPTION 

Tree  name  (species  and  common  name):   Metrosideros  excelsus  New  Zealand  Christmas  tree 

Number  of  trees:  1  


Street  address:   1221  Stanyan  Street  (at  17th  Street)  

Location  of  Tree:         □  Front  yard    □  Rear  yard    □  Side  yard     □  Corner-side  yard 
0  Public  right-of-way  □  Public  lands  □  Not  sure 

□  Other:  

GPS  units  (OPTIONAL):  

Height  34  feet 

Average  canopy  width1   25  feet 

Diameter  at  breast  height   23  inches 

Diameter  at  ground  level  26  inches 

1  Distance  from  one  edge  to  opposite  edge  of  tree  canopy 

2  Distance  around  trunk  at  4.5  ft  off  the  ground.  httD://www.isa-arbor.com/publications/tree-ord/heritage.asDx 

3  Distance  around  trunk  on  the  ground  where  the  trunk  meets  the  soil. 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  use  the  following  criteria  to  evaluate  each  potential  landmark  tree. 
Please  check  the  applicable  criteria  boxes  and  provide  additional  information  about  each  component.  If 
you  need  more  space  to  describe  the  tree,  please  attach  additional  sheets. 

Species 

13  Rare:  only  two  or  three  trees  of  the  yellow  "aurea"  variety  in  San  Francisco 

Size  or  Age 

\E1  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

0  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association  with  person,  place,  event 

Q  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 

0  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree 

D  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

0  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:  Featured  in  Trees  of  San  Francisco  by  Mike  Sullivan 
Key  Location 

\7\  High  traffic  area:  adjacent  to  busy  residential  intersection 

1  !  Low  tree  density  area 

Q  Extends  between  several  properties 

0  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way:  highly  visible  street  tree 
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Ecology 

£3  Important  wildlife  habitat:  provide  food  for  birds 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 

□  Erosion  control 

□  Wind  or  sound  barrier:  may  provide  sound  filtration 

Visual  characteristic 

□  Prominent  landscape  feature 
Q  Character  defining  form 

Tree  Condition 

£3  No  apparent  problems    □  Minor  problems       □  Major  problems       □  Extreme  problems 

Tree  Condition 
•    □  Root  issues 

□  Mushrooms  (trunk  or  base  of  tree) 
Q  Trunk  wounds  or  cracks 

□  Trunk  cavities 

□  Broken  or  dead  branches 

□  Crowded  or  crossing  branches 

□  Pest  or  disease  problem 

□  Previous  construction  that  may  have  damaged  tree 

Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  historical  importance  due  to  an  association  with  a  building,  structure,  site, 
street,  person  or  event. 

The  Reiter  family  planted  this  tree.  Victor  Reiter  was  a  famous  horticulturalist  in  San  Francisco.  He  lived 
on  Stanyan  Street  and  his  daughter  lives  next  to  this  tree.  Mr.  Reiter  also  ran  a  commercial  nursery 
behind  Stanyan  and  Woodland  Ave. 


Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  cultural,  social  and/or  historical  importance. 

A  typical  New  Zealand  Christmas  tree  has  red  flowers.  However,  this  tree  has  a  natural  mutation  that 
produces  yellow  flowers.  This  mutation  occurred  in  New  Zealand  in  the  1940s.  Victor  Reiter  obtained  a 
specimen  and  his  family  planted  this  tree. 


Describe  how/why  the  tree  is  a  defining  or  meaningful  feature  of  a  neignbornooa. 

This  healthy  and  large  produces  bright  yellow  flowers  each  June.  This  tree  is  larger  than  the  two  or  three 

other  yellow  "aurea"  cultivars  in  San  Francisco. 


Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  ecological  value  like  wildlife  habitat  and  erosion  control. 

The  flowers  provide  food  for  birds  including  the  wild  parrots  of  Telegraph  Hill  that  visit  the  neighborhood 

each  summer. 


Describe  any  tree  health  or  structure  issues. 
No  apparent  problems. 
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If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  form,  tree  terms  or  tree  concepts,  please  contact  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  staff  (below).  It  is  acceptable  if  you  cannot  provide  some  of  the 
information  requested  on  this  form. 


A  photograph  of  the  tree  must  be  submitted  with  this  form. 


Please  attach  optional  supporting  documents  such  as  letters,  arborist  report,  etc. 


Send  to:  Urban  Forestry  Council,  c/o  Grace  Ma,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
OR  grace.ma@sfgov.org 

Any  information  you  submit  will  be  part  of  the  public  record. 

The  Public  Records  Act  defines  a  "public  record"  broadly  to  include  "any  writing  containing  information 
relating  to  the  conduct  of  the  public's  business  prepared,  owned,  used  or  retained  by  any  state  or  local 
agency,  regardless  of  the  physical  form  or  characteristics."  Govt.  Code  §  6252(e).  The  Sunshine 
Ordinance  defines  "public  information"  as  the  content  of  "public  records"  as  defined  in  the  Public  Records 
Act.  Admin  Code  §  67.20(b).  Pursuant  to  the  Public  Records  Act  and  Sunshine  Ordinance,  this 
document  is  a  public  record  and  will  be  available  to  the  public  upon  request,  at  the  hearing  site,  at  the 
San  Francisco  Main  Library,  and  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  website.  Admin  Code  §§  8.16,  67.7  (b), 
and  67.21(a). 


FOR  STAFF  USE  ONLY 

Application  received  date      I  Jxh  /oT   Received  by  G<flce  'At  A 

Tree  evaluation  form    UFC  recommendation  date   

Board  of  Supervisors  Decision   

Landmark  Tree  #   

Title  recorded  date   


Updated  on  January  23.  200 


Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form 

Evaluated  by:    Grace  Ma  

Scientific  name:  Metrosideros  excelsus   Common  name:  New  Zealand  Christmas  tree 

Street  address:     1221  Stanyan  Street  

Cross  streets:   17th  Street  

Block:  2664   Lotfs):  008  

GPS  units  (optional):  


□  Private        3  Public         Agency  name    Street  tree  is  under  jurisdiction  of  DPW 


Property  owner  consent  to  evaluate       D  Yes  3  No,  not  necessary 

DBH  (in):   24 

Height  (ft):   28 

Average  canopy  spread  (ft):   29 

Trunk  diameter  at  ground  level  (in)   25 

N  u  m  ber  of  trees   1  


Tree  Condition  (adapted  from  CTLA  Guide  to  Plant  Appraisal) 

[X]  No  apparent  problems    □  Minor  problems       □  Major  problems       □  Extreme  problems 

Root  issues 

□  Root  anchorage 

D  Collar/flare  soundness 

□  Mechanical  injury:  sidewalk  has  restricted  root  growth 

□  Girdling/kinked  roots:  root  growing  halfway  around  base  of  tree 

□  Compaction/waterlogged  roots 

□  Mushrooms  (may  have  to  ask  owner) 
Trunk  issues 

[El  Sound  bark  and  wood 

□  Cavities 

□  Mechanical  or  fire  injury 

□  Cracks 

□  Swollen  or  sunken  areas 

□  Conks 
Scaffold  branches 

■   [X]  Strong  attachments 

[x]  Smaller  diameter  than  trunk  where  attached 
[X]  Vertical  branch  distribution 
3  Free  of  included  bark 

□  Free  of  decay  and  cavities 

□  Well  pruned 

3  Well-proportioned/proper  taper 
3  Wound  closure 

□  Deadwood  or  fire  injury 
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Small  branches  and  twigs 

[X]  Vigor  of  current  shoots  (compare  previous  growth):  new  growth 
£3  Well  distributed  throughout  canopy 

□  Appearance  of  buds  (color,  shape,  size  for  species) 

£<]  Presence  of  weak  or  dead  twigs:  some  dead  branches  in  interior  of  crown 
Foliage  and/or  Buds 

£3  Coloration  of  foliage:  dark  green 

□  Nutrient  status 

□  Herbicide,  chemical  or  pollution  injury:  none 

^  Wilted  or  dead  leaves:  no  wilt,  several  yellow  leaves 

□  Dry  buds 

Q  Presence  of  insects  or  disease  (any  part  of  tree) 
Comments  on  health  or  structure:  


Species 

^  Rare:  Few  yellow  cultivars  of  New  Zealand  Christmas  tree  in  San  Francisco. 

Size  or  Age 

^  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

^  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association:  Victor  Reiter  and  his  family  planted  this  tree. 

□  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 

□  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree 

□  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

13  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:  Trees  of  San  Francisco  by  Mike  Sullivan 
Key  Location 

[3  High  traffic  area:  Residential  intersection  has  steady  traffic. 

□  Low  tree  density  area 

D  Extends  between  several  properties 

[X]  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way 

Ecology 

£3  Important  wildlife  habitat:  Wild  parrots  and  other  birds  eat  flowers. 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 

□  Erosion  control 

□  Wind  or  sound  barrier 

Visual  characteristic 

[X]  Prominent  landscape  feature 
D  Character  defining  form 

Additional  comments 
Aerial  roots  are  present. 


Possible  considerations  for  tree  care 
Water  tree  during  dry  and/or  hot  periods. 
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Urban  Forestry  Council 

Criteria  for  Landmark  Tree  Evaluation 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  has 
developed  these  criteria  for  evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco. 

When  evaluating  or  considering  potential  landmark  trees,  please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within 
its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC  land  may  not  have  the  same  community  importance  that  a 
street  or  park  tree  would. 

Rare:  Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Size:  Notable  size  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Age:  Significantly  advanced  age  (known  or  estimated). 

Historical  association:  Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Ethnic  appreciation:  Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 

Neighborhood  appreciation:  Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor 
gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or  related  to  tree,  etc. 

Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:  Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:  Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  video  media  coverage. 

High  traffic  area:  High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 

Low  tree  density:  Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Extends  between  multiple  properties:  High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:  High  visibility. 

Important  wildlife  habitat:  Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential). 

Interdependent  group  of  trees:  This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  adjacent  trees. 

Erosion  control:  Tree  prevents  soil  erosion. 

Wind  or  sound  barrier:  Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise 

Prominent  landscape  feature:  A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 

Character  defining  form:  Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Tree  condition:  Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard. 
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Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  UFC  has  developed  these  criteria  for 
evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco.  When  evaluating  or  considering  potential  landmark  trees, 
please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within  its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC  land  may  not  have  the 
same  community  importance  that  a  street  or  park  tree  would.  Use  comment  sections,  as  appropriate,  to  explain 
or  support  evaluation.  Attach  sheets  if  more  space  is  needed. 

Evaluator's  name:  

Date  of  evaluation:  

Scientific  name:  

Common  name:  

Street  address:  

Cross  streets:  


Rare:   Rare  Uncommon   Common   Other 

Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world 
Comment: 


Size:   Large   Medium   Small 

Notable  size  (height,  diameter,  canopy  width)  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Comment:   


Age:   Significantly  advanced  Not  significantly  advanced 

Significantly  advanced  age  for  this  species  (known  or  estimated). 
Comment:   


Historical  Association:   Yes   None  apparent 


Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event  etc. 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 
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Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes   None  apparent 

Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Neighborhood  appreciation:   Yes   None  apparent 

Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or 
related  to  tree,  etc.  Attach  documentation: 

Describe:  


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:   Yes   No 

Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Describe  contribution:  


Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   Yes  Unknown 

Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  and/or  video  media  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate. 
Describe  coverage:  


High  traffic  area:  Yes   No 

High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 
Describe:  


Low  tree  density:   Low   Moderate   High 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Describe:   


Extends  between  multiple  properties:  Yes 

High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 
Describe: 


No 


Urban  Forestry  Council 
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Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:   Yes   No 

High  visibility. 

Describe:  


Important  wildlife  habitat:   Yes   No 

Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential).  Describe  and  be  as  specific  as  possible. 


Interdependent  group  of  trees:   Yes   No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 
Describe:  


Erosion  control:   Yes   No 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion. 

Describe:   


Wind  or  sound  barrier:   Yes   No 

Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise. 
Describe:   


Prominent  landscape  feature:   Yes   No 

A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 

Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  


Character-defining  form:   Yes   No 

Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Describe:  


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 

Tree  condition:  Good   Poor  Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 

Describe:  


Additional  comments 
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Amendment  of  the  whole 

in  Committee.     12/19/05  ;  —  / 

FILE  NO.  051458  ORDINANCE  NO.      I  /     '  ^ 


[Public  Works  Code  -  landmark  trees,  significant  trees,  and  penalties  for  violations.] 

Ordinance  amending  the  Public  Works  Code  by  amending  Section  801  to  add  to  the 
purposes;  by  amending  Section  802  to  modify  various  definitions;  amending  Sections 
802,  806,  and  809  to  redefine  nuisance  trees  as  hazard  trees;  amending  Sections  802 
and  803  authorizing  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  succeed  to  the  powers  and  duties  of 
the  Tree  Advisory  Board  and  to  assume  new  duties:  amending  Section  806  to  allow  for 
appeals  of  decisions  concerning  removal  of  street  trees  that  are  the  responsibility  of 
City  departments  and  to  extend  the  notice  period  to  30  days  for  removal  of  street  trees 
that  are  the  responsibility  of  private  property  owners;  amending  Sections  806  and  807 
to  reguire  imposition  of  in  lieu  fees  under  specified  circumstances;  adding  Section 
81  OA  to  define  significant  trees  and  establish  a  regulatory  program  governing  their 
removal;  amending  Sections  804.  807f  and  808  to  make  conforming  changesjegaroing 
significant  trees;  amending  Sections  804,  807,  808,  and  810  concerning  landmark  trees 
and  procedures  to  designate,  nominate,  and  remove  landmark  trees;  amending  Section 
811  to  create  civil  penalties  and  fines  and  to  modify  provisions  on  administrative 
penalties;  reguiring  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Analyst  to  prepare  a  report  concernjpq 
financial  incentives  related  to  landmark  trees;  and  making  environmental  findings. 

Note:  Additions  are  single-underline  italics  Times-  New  Roman', 

deletions  are  strikcthrough  italics  Times  New  Roman. 
Board  amendment  additions  are  double  underlined. 
Board  amendment  deletions  are  strikethrough  normal. 

Be  it  ordained  by  the  People  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco: 
Section  1.  Environmental  Findings.  The  Planning  Department  has  determined  that  the 
actions  contemplated  in  this  Ordinance  are  in  compliance  with  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (California  Public  Resources  Code  sections  21000  et  seq.).  Said  determination  is 
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on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File  No.^lTW  'and  is  incorporated  herein 
by  reference. 

Section  2.  The  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Code  is  hereby  amended  by  amending 
Sections  801.  802,  803,  804,  806,  807,  808,  809,  810,  and  81 1 ,  to  read  as  follows: 

SEC.  801.  PURPOSE. 

The  San  Francisco  Urban  Forestry  Ordinance  is  enacted  to  further  the  following 
public  purposes: 

(a)  To  realize  the  optimum  public  benefits  of  trees  on  the  City's  streets  and 
public  places,  including  favorable  modification  of  microclimates,  abatement  of  air  and  noise 
pollution,  reduction  of  soil  erosion  and  runoff,  enhancement  of  the  visual  environment,  and 
promotion  of  community  pride; 

(b)  To  integrate  street  planting  and  maintenance  with  other  urban  elements 
and  amenities,  including  but  not  limited  to  utilities,  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic,  and 
enhancement  of  views  and  solar  access; 

(c)  To  promote  efficient,  cost  effective  management  of  the  City's  urban  forest 
by  coordinating  public  and  private  efforts  within  a  comprehensive  and  professional 
management  system; 

(d)  To  reduce  the  public  hazard,  nuisance,  and  expense  occasioned  by 
improper  tree  selection,  planting,  and  maintenance; 

(e)  To  provide  for  the  creation  of  an  equitable,  sustained,  and  reliable  means 
of  funding  urban-forest  management  throughout  the  City; 

(f)  To  create  and  maintain  a  unified  urban-forest  resource,  enhancing  the 
City's  overall  character  and  sense  of  place. 
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(q)     To  recognize  that  trees  are  an  essential  part  of  the  City'sjesthetic 
environment  and  that  the  removal  of  important  trees  should  be  addressed  through  appropriate 
public  participation  and  dialogue,  including  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (Pu bjic 
Resources  Code  Sections  21000  et  seq. 

SEC.  802.  DEFINITIONS. 

Unless  the  context  specifically  indicates  otherwise, 

(a)  "Administrative  cost"  shall  mean  20  percent  of  the  Department's  actual 
replacement  cost,  or  a  minimum  of  $100,  whichever  is  greater. 

(b)  "City"  shall  mean  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

(c)  "Community  Boards"  of  San  Francisco  shall  mean  the  neighborhood 
mediation/dispute  settlement  service  established  under  the  auspices  of  The  Community  Board 
Program,  Inc. 

(d)  "Department"  shall  mean  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco. 

(e)  "Director"  shall  mean  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  or  the 
Director's  designee. 

(f)  "Ex  officio"  shall  mean  a  current  employee  of  any  City  department,  or  California 
or  federal  agency  whose  appointment  to  the  Tree  Board  Urban  Forestry  Council  has  been 
approved  by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment. 

(g)  "Injure"  or  "injury"  shall  mean  any  act  which  harms  or  damages  a  tree,  including 
but  not  limited  to  impact,  cutting,  carving,  painting,  transplanting,  or  knocking  over,  and 
includes  but  is  not  limited  to  the  following:  injurious  attachment  of  any  rope,  wire,  nail, 
advertising  poster,  or  other  contrivance  to  any  street  tree  as  set  forth  in  Sections  675  ami  6"  5. 1  of 
tha  Uunirip^J  Pn/ice  Code  subject  to  the  provisions  onjTjs_Articje;  intentionally  or  negligently 
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allowing  any  gaseous,  liquid,  or  solid  substance  that  is  harmful  to  a  tree  to  come  into  contact 
with  a  tree;  setting  fire  or  intentionally  or  negligently  permitting  any  fire  to  burn  when  such  fire 
or  the  heat  therefrom  will  injure  any  part  of  any  tree;  pruning  which  in  and  of  itself  will  kill  or 
cause  a  tree  to  decline;  or  severing  of  all  or  part  of  a  tree. 

(h)  "In-lieu  fee"  shall  mean  a  fee  deposited  into  the  Adopt-A-Tree  Fund  and 
imposed  by  the  Director.  The  in-lieu  fee  shall  be  equal  to  the  replacement  value  of  a  tree(s)  to 
be  removed  or  trees  that  have  been  destroyed  or  as  otherwise  specified  in  Section  811.  In  the 
case  of  trees  required  to  be  planted  by  Section  143  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  yet  excused 
under  Section  143(d)  of  the  Planning  Code,  the  in-lieu  fee  shall  be  equal  to  the  City's  cost  to 
plant  and  water  a  tree  for  two  years. 

(i)  "Interested  San  Francisco  organization"  shall  mean  a  San  Francisco 
organization  or  individual  that  has  made  a  written  request  to  the  Department  for  notification  of 
proposed  street-tree  removals  in  a  specified  area(s)  or  neighborhood(s). 

(j)      "Landmark  tree"  shall  mean  a  tree  so  designated  pursuant  to  Section  810  of  this 

Article. 

(k)      "Landscape  material"  shall  mean  any  tree,  shrub,  groundcover  or  other  plant. 

(I)      "Maintenance"  shall  mean  those  actions  necessary  to  promote  the  life,  growth, 
health,  or  beauty  of  a  tree.  Maintenance  includes  both  routine  and  major  activities.  "Routine 
maintenance"  shall  include  adequate  watering  to  ensure  the  tree's  growth  and  sustainability; 
weed  control;  removal  of  tree-well  trash;  staking;  fertilizing;  routine  adjustment  and  timely 
removal  of  stakes,  ties,  tree  guards,  and  tree  grates;  bracing;  and  sidewalk  repairs  related  to 
the  tree's  growth  or  root  system  pursuant  to  Section  706  of  this  Code.  "Major  maintenance" 
shall  include  structural  pruning  as  necessary  to  maintain  public  safety  and  to  sustain  the 
health,  safety,  and  natural  growth  habit  of  the  tree;  pest  and  disease-management  procedures 
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as  needed  and  in  a  manner  consistent  with  public  health  and  ecological  diversity;  replacement 
Of  dead  or  damaged  trees.  Pruning  practices  shall  be  in  compliance  with  International  Society  <>t 
Ahoriculture  Best  Management  Practices  and  ANSI  Pruning  Standards,  whichever  is  more  protective 
of  tree  preservation. 

(m)     "Median  strip"  shall  mean  the  dividing  area  in  the  public  way  between  opposing 
lanes  of  vehicular  traffic. 

(n)  "Notice"  shall  mean  written  notice  by  personal  delivery  or  by  mailing,  either  by 
letter  or  postal  card,  postage  prepaid  to  the  last  known  address  as  the  same  appears  on  the 
City's  most  recent  assessment  rolls. 

(o)      "Nuisance  Hazard  tree"  shall  mean  any  tree  that  poses  an  imminent  hazard  to 
person  or  property.  The  Director  may  determine  that  a  tree  may  bo  doomod J§  a  nuisance 
hazard  if  it  or  any  part  of  it:  (1 )  appears  dead,  dangerous,  or  likely  to  fall,  even  after  proper 
maintenance  activities  are  performed  to  eliminate  dead  or  dangerous  parts:  (2)  obstructs  or 
damages  a  street^  sidewalk,  or  other  existing  structure:  (3)  harbors  a  serious  disease  or 
infestation  threatening  the  health  of  other  trees;  (4)  interferes  with  vehicular  or  pedestrian 
traffic;  ojr_(5)  obstructs  official  street  cleaning  activities;  or  (6)  poses  any  other  significant 
hazard  or  potential  hazard,  as  determined  by  the  Director;  provided,  however,  that  feasible 
measures  have  been  applied  to  abate  any  such  hazard,  such  as  applicable  maintenance 
activities  listed  in  Section  802(h  of  this  Article.  The  Director's  detejmipajypjjjsr^^       wii ting. 

(p)      "Person"  shall  mean  any  individual,  firm,  partnership,  association,  corporation, 
company,  or  organization  of  any  kind. 

(g)      "Planting"  shall  mean  putting  or  setting  into  the  ground  or  into  a  container  to 
grow  and  irrigating  until  self-sufficient. 
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(r)      "Removal"  shall  mean  any  intentional  or  negligent  moving,  carrying  away, 
elimination  or  taking  away  of  part  or  all  of  a  tree. 

(s)      "Replacement  value"  shall  mean  the  actual  cost  to  the  Department  of  replacing 
a  tree  or  landscape  material  removed  or  destroyed  with  a  comparable  size  and  species  of  tree 
or  with  comparable  landscape  material.  Certain  trees  or  landscape  material,  because  of  their 
size,  species  or  historical  significance,  cannot  be  replaced  from  available  nursery  stock.  In 
such  case,  "replacement  value"  shall  be  determined  pursuant  to  the  valuation  formula 
adopted  by  the  International  Society  of  Arboriculture,  as  amended  from  time  to  time,  plus  the 
Department's  actual  costs  to  replace  the  tree.  "Replacement  value"  shall  include  the 
Department's  administrative  costs. 

(t)      'Sidewalk"  shall  mean  the  area  between  the  curbing  and  the  abutting  private 
property  lot  line,  whether  paved  or  unpaved,  as  legislated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  as 
reflected  in  the  Department's  official  maps. 

(u)      "Significant  Tree"  shall  mean  a  tree  so  defined  in  Section  810A  of  this  Article. 

(v)     "Street"  shall  mean  the  vehicular  travel-way  portion  of  any  public  street,  avenue, 
boulevard,  lane,  road,  parkway,  freeway,  or  other  public  way. 

(vow)  "Street  tree"  shall  mean  any  tree  growing  within  the  public  right-of-way,  including 
unimproved  public  streets  and  sidewalks,  and  any  tree  growing  on  land  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Department. 

(waj)  "Tree"  shall  mean  any  large  perennial  plant  having  a  woody  trunk(s),  branches, 
and  leaves.  Trees  also  shall  include  palm  trees. 

(x)  "Tree  Advisory  Board"  or  "Tree  Board"  shall  mean  a  board  of  private  citizens  to  be 

appointed  and  to  perform  specific  duties  as  set  forth  in  Section  803  of  this  Article. 
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(y)  "Urban  forest"  shall  mean  all  trees  on  public  streets  and  rights-of-way  within  the 
borders  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  and  any  trees  growing  on  land  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department,  and  any  other  trees  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Article. 

(Z)  "Urban  Forestry  Council"  shall  mean  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  as  established  under 
the  Environment  Code  Chapter  12. 

SEC.  803.  TREE  ADVISORY  BOARD;  ESTABLISHMENT;  APPOINTMENT  URBAN 
FORESTR Y  COUNCIL ;  ADDITIONAL  POWERS  AND  DUTIES. 

(a)  There  is  hereby  established  an  advisory  board  to  be  known  as  the  Tree  Advison-  Board 
consisting  of  nine  private  citizens,  at  least  three  of  whom  shall  be  professionally  trained  and 
experienced  in  a  tree-related  field.  All  members  of  the  Tree  Board  shall  sen'e  without  compensation. 
Members  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Director  for  a  term  of  four  years  and  shall  sen'e  at  the  Director's 
pleasure.  All  terms  shall  commence  30  days  after  the  enactment  of  this  Article.  Members  may  serve 
successive  terms  without  limitation.  At  least  one  member  shall  be  selected  from  a  list  of  persons 
nominated  by  the  Director,  one  from  a  list  nominated  by  the  Mayor,  and  one  from  a  list  nominated  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors.  At  least  one  Department  representative  shall  serve  as  an  ex  offw  io  nonvoting 
member  of  the  Tree  Board.  Any  City  agency,  State  agency,  or  federal  agency  may  request  of  the 
Director  an  appointment  to  the  Tree  Board  as-  an  ex  officio  nonvoting  member. 

(b)  The  Tree  Board  shall  meet  at  least  six  times  a  year  and  shall  establish  its  own  operating 

procedures  which,  at  a  minimum,  shall  meet  the  public  notice,  meeting,  voting,  agenda  and  other 
procedural  requirements  of  Section  3.500  of  the  San  Francisco  Charter. 

(ej  The  Tree  Board  Urban  Forestry  Council  shall  serve  in  an  advisory  capacity  to  the 

Director  or  his  designee  on  matters  relating  to  this  Article  and  to  tree  management  in  the  City. 
The  responsibilities  of  the  Tree  Board  Urban  Forestry  Council  may  include  but  shall  not  be 
limited  to  the  following: 
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(1 )  Studying  the  problems  and  determining  the  needs  of  the  City  concerning  j 
its  street  tree  planting  and  maintenance  programs,  and  advising  the  Director  in  this  regard; 

(2)  Preparing  for  the  Director  an  annual  report  detailing  the  state  of  the  urban 

forest; 

(3)  Recommending  to  the  Director  appropriate  species  of  trees  to  be  planted 
on  City  streets  or  other  areas  under  the  Department's  jurisdiction; 

(4)  Working  with  the  Community  Boards  of  San  Francisco  in  developing 
guidelines,  standards,  and  procedures  for  the  mediation  of  conflicts  between  property  owners 
over  the  protection  of  views,  solar  access,  planting/removal  of  trees,  and  other  tree-related 
issues; 

(5)  Working  with  the  Director  concerning  the  maintenance  of  an  Urban 
Forestry  Management  Plan; 

(6)  Developing  and  recommending  for  Board  of  Supervisors'  adoption 
uniform  criteria  for  establishing  designating  "landmark"  status  for  trees  under  tho  jurisdiction  of 
tho  Department  and  uniform  criteria,  rules.  angjprocedures  for  the  removal  of  "landmark"  trees 
pursuant  to  Section  810: 

(7)  Making  recommendations^ to  the  Director  on  appeals  of  applications  for 

tree  removal: 

CQ)     Recommending  to  the  Director  information  to  be  distributed  to  the  public 
concerning  the  selection,  planting,  and  maintenance  of  trees  throughout  the  City;  and 

(8|)    Recommending  to  the  Director  desirable  City  tree  programs  and 
activities,  including  legislation  and  funding  mechanisms. 

(b)  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  shall  perform  such  other  duties  assigned  to  it  wider  the 
Municipal  Codes. 
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SEC.  804.  JURISDICTION. 

(a)      Department's  Jurisdiction.  The  Department  shall  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
planning,  planting,  maintenance,  and  removal  of  trees  in  any  street  or  other  public  right-of-way 
as  defined  in  Section  244  of  this  Code;  over  any  landscape  material  in  any  street  median, 
center  strip,  or  other  landscaped  portion  of  a  public  right-of-way;  over  trees  and  other 
landscape  material  in  other  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department;  tmti  over 
nuisance  hazard  trees  on  private  property  en\y  as  specified  in  Section  809  and  81  OA  of  this 
Article;  over  landmark  trees  as  specified  in  Section  81 0\  and  over  significant  trees  as  specified  in 
Section  81  OA. 

SEC.  806.  PLANTING  AND  REMOVAL  OF  STREET  TREES, 
(a)     Planting  and  Removal  by  the  Department. 

(1 )  Planting.  The  Department  may  determine  to  plant  a  new  tree(s)  in  a 
sidewalk  or  public  right-of-  way.  When  the  Department  determines  to  plant  a  new  street 
tree(s),  the  Department  will  undertake  maintenance  responsibility  for  such  new  street  tree  and 
shall  send  a  courtesy  notice  to  the  abutting  property  owner  prior  to  planting  such  new  tree. 
Any  objections  to  the  proposed  work  must  be  submitted  to  the  Director  in  writing  and 
postmarked  within  30  days  after  notice  by  the  Director.  The  Director  shall  consider  such 
objections  and  may  hold  a  hearing,  in  the  Director's  discretion.  The  Director's  decision  on  the 
matter  shall  be  final  and  nonappealable. 

(2)  Removal  of  Street  Trees.  No  street  tree  shall  be  cut  down  or  removed  by 
the  Department  unless: 

(A)     The  Department  gives  30  days'  prior  written  notice  to  the  owner  of  the 
property  abutting  the  affected  tree;  and 
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(B)     Thirty  days  prior  to  the  removal  date,  the  Department  notifies  all 
interested  San  Francisco  organizations  and  owners  and,  to  the  extent  practical,  all  owners 
and  occupants  of  properties  that  are  on  or  across  from  the  block  face  where  the  affected  tree 
is  located.  In  addition,  30  days  prior  to  the  removal  date,  the  Department  shall  post  a  notice 
on  the  affected  tree. 

(3)  Appeal  of  Tree  Removal. 

(A)  If  within  30  days  after  the  giving  of  notice  for  street  tree  removal,  as 
specified  in  Subsection  (a)(2),  or  if  within  15  days  after  the  giving  of  notice  for  removal  of  a 
nuisance  hazard  street  tree,  as  specified  in  Subsection  (a)(4),  any  person  files  with  the 
Department  written  objections  to  the  removal,  the  Director  shall  hold  a  hearing  to  consider 
public  testimony  concerning  the  proposed  tree  removal.  Written  notice  of  the  date,  time  and 
place  of  the  hearing  shall  be  posted  on  the  affected  tree,  provided  in  a  newspaper  of  general 
circulation,  and  sent  to  the  objecting  party,  the  owner  of  the  property  abutting  the  affected 
tree,  and  all  interested  San  Francisco  organizations,  not  less  than  seven  days  prior  thereto. 

(B)  The  Director  shall  issue  his  or  her  written  decision  and  order  on  the 
objections  after  the  public  hearing  specified  above. 

(C)  The  Director's  decision  shall  be  final  and  nenapeeatebleappealable  tojhe 
Board  of  Appeals . 

(4)  Removal  of  Nuisance  Hazard  Street  Trees. 

(A)     No  nuisance  hazard  street  tree  shall  be  cut  down  or  removed  by  the 
Department  unless: 

(i)      The  Department  gives  1 5  days'  prior  written  notice  to  the  owner  of  the 
property  abutting  the  affected  tree;  and 
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(ii)      Fifteen  days  prior  to  the  removal  date,  the  Department  notifies  all 
interested  San  Francisco  organizations  and  owners  and,  to  the  extent  practical,  owners  and 
occupants  of  properties  that  are  on  or  across  the  block  face  where  the  affected  tree  is  located. 
In  addition,  15  days  prior  to  the  removal  date,  the  Department  shall  post  a  notice  on  the 
affected  tree. 

(B)     Nuisance  Hazard  street  tree  shall  have  the  same  meaning  as 
"nuisancehazardiree"  in  Section  802(o)  except  that  a  nuisance  hazard  street  tree  is  located 
within  the  public  right-of-way  and  is  the  maintenance  responsibility  of  the  Department. 

(5)      Emergency  Removal.  In  the  case  of  manifest  danger  and  immediate 
necessity,  as  determined  by  the  Director,  the  Department  may  remove  any  street  tree 
immediately.  After  such  emergency  removal,  the  Department  shall  make  a  reasonable  effort 
to  notify  owners  provide  notice  of  the  necessity  for  such  action  to  the  owner  of  the  property 
abutting  the  affected  tree,  all  interested  San  Francisco  organizations  and,  to  the  extent 
practical,  all  owners  and  occupants  of  properties  that  are  on  or  across  from  the  block  face 
where  the  affected  tree  was  removed  and  interested  San  Francisco  organizations  of  tho 
nocossity  for  such  action. 

(b)      Planting  and  Removal  by  Persons  Other  Than  the  Department. 

(1)      Planting  and  Removal  Permits.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to  plant 
or  to  remove  any  street  tree  without  a  valid  permit  for  such  work  issued  by  the  Department.  All 
permits  for  the  planting  or  removal  of  street  trees  issued  by  the  Director  for  residential 
properties  shall  be  recorded  on  the  Report  of  Residential  Building  Records  in  accordance  with 
Section  351  of  the  Housing  Code.  All  work  associated  with  a  street  tree  permit  must  be 
completed  within  six  months  of  issuance,  unless  an  extension  has  been  granted  by  the 
Department. 


Supervisor  McGoldrick 
BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 


Page  1 1 
12/19/2005 

n  landusevjmalamut'.boar<Jsup'pesk>n'treesap4  ccc 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


(2)  Planting.  An  abutting  property  owner  who  desires  a  permit  to  plant  a 
street  tree  shall  apply  to  the  Department  on  the  designated  form.  If  approved  by  the  Director, 
a  permit  to  plant  the  specified  species  of  tree(s)  shall  be  issued  to  the  applicant.  There  shall 
be  no  administrative  fee  imposed  for  a  permit  to  plant  a  street  tree  unrelated  to  property 
development.  The  Director's  decision  on  a  street  tree  planting  permit  shall  be  final  and 
appealable  to  the  Board  of  Appeals. 

(3)  Removal. 

(A)  An  abutting  property  owner  who  desires  a  permit  to  remove  a  street  tree 
shall  apply  to  the  Department  on  the  designated  form.  Such  application  must  be  accompanied 
by  an  administrative  fee  in  accordance  with  a  fee  schedule  adopted  by  the  Director.  The 
Department  may  grant  or  deny  the  permit  in  accordance  with  the  following  procedures  and 
requirements.  If  the  Department  grants  a  tree  removal  permit,  it  may  shall  require  that  another 
street  tree  be  planted  in  the  place  of  the  removed  tree  or  impose  an  in-lieu  fee  unless  it  makes 
written  findings  detailing  the  basis  for  waiving  this  requirement. 

(B)  Thirty, davs  prior  to  the  removal  date,  the  Department  shall  give jioticejo 
alMnterested  San  Francisco  organization  and^  to  the  extent  practicaMe^he^wner^aiid 
occupants  of  properties  that  are  on  or  across  from  the  block  face  or  adjacent  to  where  jhe 
affected  tree  is  located.  In  addition,  4$2S  davs  Pr|or  to  tne  removal  date,  the  Department  shall 
post  a  notice  on  the  affected  tree.  If  within        days  after  the  giving  of  such  notice  any 
person  files  with  the  Department  written  objections  to  the  removal,  the  Director  shall  hold  a 
hearing  prior  to  removing  the  tree.  Written  notice  of  the  date,  time  and  place  of  the  hearing 
shall  be  posted  on  the  affected  tree  and  sent  to  the  objecting  party  and  all  interested  San 
Francisco  organizations  not  less  than  seven  days  prior  thereto. 
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(C)  The  Director  shall  issue  his  or  her  written  decision  and  order  on  the 
objections  after  the  public  hearing  specified  above. 

(D)  The  Director's  decision  shall  be  final  and  appealable  to  the  Board  of 

Appeals. 

(c)      Planting  and  Removal  by  City  Agencies,  Commissions,  or  Other  Departments.  If 
a  City  agency,  commission,  or  department  other  than  the  Department  of  Public  Works  desires 
to  plant  or  remove  a  street  tree,  such  agency,  commission,  or  department  shall  be  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  Subsection  (b);  provided,  however,  that  for  purposes  of  street  tree  removal, 
the  notice  and  procedures  for  Director's  hearings  set  forth  in  Subsections  (a)(2)  and  (a)(3)(A) 
and  (B)  shall  apply. 

SEC.  807.  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS  URBAN  FORESTRY  PROGRAM; 
POWERS  AND  DUTIES. 

(a)  Arterial  Planting  Program.  The  Department  shall  continue  its  program  of 
appropriate  street  tree  planting  along  major  traffic  routes  and  commercial  streets  throughout 
the  City. 

(b)  Neighborhood  Planting  Program.  The  Department  shall  continue  to  encourage 
and  support  neighborhood  planting  programs.  Support  may  include,  but  need  not  be  limited 
to,  provision  of  trees  and  materials,  sidewalk  cutting  and  removal,  planting  labor,  technical 
advice,  and  organizational  assistance.  The  Department  is  hereby  authorized  to  donate  such 
funds,  materials  and  labor  to  neighborhood  planting  programs  as  are  deemed  by  the  Director 
to  be  in  the  public  interest  and  in  the  interest  of  the  promotion  of  the  urban  forest. 

(c)  Public  Education.  The  Department  shall  undertake  an  on-going  program  of 
public  outreach  and  education  in  order  to  promote  public  understanding  of  the  City's  urban 
forest  and  public  adherence  to  the  standards  and  procedures  established  under  this  Article. 
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(d)  Authority  over  Site  Development  Plans. 
(I)      The  Department  shall  have  the  authority  to  review  and  comment  on  site 

development  plan  applications  received  by  the  City's  Central  Permit  Bureau  that  pertain  to  the 
planting,  alteration,  or  removal  of  street  trees.  The  Department  shall  also  have  the  authority  to 
review  and  comment  on  site  development  plan  applications  that  pertain  to  the  alteration  or 
removal  of  landmark  trees  designated  pursuant  to  Section  810(a)  of  this  Article  and  significant 
trees  pursuant  to  Section  81  OA  of  this  Article.  Protection  of  such  trees  during  construction 
shall  be  reguired  in  accordance  with  Section  808(c)  of  this  Article.  Removal  of  such  trees 
shall  be  subject  to  the  applicable  rules  and  procedures  for  removal  set  forth  in  Section  8Q&  . 
810.  or  81  OA  of  this  Article. 

[2[  If  the  Zoning  Administrator  modifies  or  waives  the  reguirements  of 

Planning  Code  Section  143  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  143(d),  the  Department 
mayshall  impose  an  in-lieu  fee  of  the  property  owner  so  excused.  Further,  if  a  property  owner 
is  reguired  to  plant  a  street  tree  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  143,  the  Department 
canshall  reguire  that  the  property  owner  maintain  such  tree  or  replace  any  such  tree  that 
subseguently  dies  or  is  removed  by  any  person,  or  pay  an  in-lieu  fee.  The  Departmejrtshall 
follow  the  requirements  set  forth  herein  for  tree  replacement  or  payment  of  an  injieujee 
unless  it  makes  written  findings  detailing  the  basis  for  waiving  said  requirements. 

(e)  Adopt-A-Tree  Fund.  Pursuant  to  Section  10.1 17-77  of  the  Administrative  Code, 
the  Department  shall  maintain  an  Adopt-A-Tree  Fund  to  enhance  the  urban  forestry  program. 

(f)  In-Lieu  Planting  Program.  The  Department  shall  develop  and  implement  an  In- 
Lieu  Planting  Program  to  offset  the  loss  of  street  trees^ignificant  trees,  and  landmark  trees  due 
to  removal,  destruction,  or  death.  The  In-Lieu  Planting  Program  shall  also  compensate  for  the 
loss  of  trees  reguired  to  be  planted  by  Section  143  of  the  Planning  Code,  yet  excused  by  the 
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Zoning  Administrator  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  143(d).  The  Department  mayshaj 
impose  an  in-lieu  fee  in  accordance  with  a  fee  schedule  adopted  by  the  Director  where  a 
street  tree  is  destroyed,  removed  or  is  excused  from  planting  where  otherwise  required  by 
Planning  Code  Section  143.  The  Department  may  also  shall  assess  an  in-lieu  fee  or  such  other 
penalty  as  set  forth  in  Section  811  as  mitigation  for  violation  of  the  requirements  of  this  Article. 
The  Department  shall  follow  the  requirements  set  forth  herein  for  payment  of  an  in-lieu  fee 
unless  it  makes  written  findings  detailing  the  basis  for  waiving  said  requirements^  As  set  forth 
in  Section  811,  inht-Wew  fees  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Adopt-A-Tree  Fund. 

(g)     Tree  Adoption  Program.  The  Department  shall  develop  and  implement  a  tree 
adoption  program  to  allow  persons  to  donate  money  for  the  purpose  of  tree  planting  and 
maintenance.  Money  donated  to  the  City  and  County  for  the  purpose  of  tree  planting  and 
maintenance  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Adopt-A-Tree  Fund. 

SEC.  808.  PROTECTION  OF  TREES  AND  LANDSCAPE  MATERIAL. 

(a)  Injury  to  or  Destruction  of  Trees  Prohibited.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to 
intentionally,  maliciously  or  through  gross  negligence  injure  or  destroy  a  street  tree^  e^any 
tree  on  City  property,  a  significajltree^  or  a  landmark  tree.  Removal  of  a  tree  under  City  order 
or  removal  in  accordance  with  a  permit  issued  pursuant  to  Section  806x_81jL  or  8 1  OA  of  this 
Article  is  exempt  from  this  prohibition. 

(b)  Injury  to  or  Destruction  of  Landscape  Materials  Prohibited.  It  shall  be  unlawful 
for  any  person  to  intentionally,  maliciously  or  through  gross  negligence  injure  or  destroy  any 
landscape  material  in  any  street  median,  center  strip,  or  other  landscaped  portion  of  a  public 
right-of-way  under  the  City's  jurisdiction,  except  as  authorized  by  the  Department. 

(c)  Construction  Work:  Protection  of  Trees  Required.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
person  to  engage  in  any  construction  work  on  private  or  public  property  without  first  taking 
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steps  to  protect  street  trees^siqnificant  trees,  and  landmark  trees  from  damage,  including 
damage  caused  by  soil  compaction  or  contaminationJ_excavation.  or  placement  of  concrete  or 
other  pavement  or  foundation  material.  If  excavation,  construction,  or  street  work  is  planned 
within  the  dripline  of  a  significant  tree.  aM-landmark  trees  or  a  tree  on  any  street  or  other 
publicly  owned  property  near  any  excavation,  construction,  or  street  work  said  tree(s)  shall  be 
adequately  protected.  If_any  construction  work  results  in  the  injury  or  damage  to  such  trees. 
theresponsible  partvnes)  may  be  subject  to  the  penalties  set  forth  in  Section  81 1  of  this 
Article. 

SEC.  809.  NUISANCE  HAZARD  TREES;  ABATEMENT. 

(a)  Notice  to  Property  Owner(s).  Upon  a  finding  by  the  Director  that  a  tree  on  private 
property  or  a  street  tree  for  which  a  property  owner  is  responsible  is  a  "nuisance  hazard  tree"  as 
defined  herein,  the  Director  shall  provide, notice  to  the  property  owner(s)  which  describes  the 
condition  creating  the  nuisance  hazard,  the  actions  required  to  be  taken  to  abate  the  nuisance 
hazard,  and  the  date  by  which  compliance  must  be  completed.  Required  action  may  include 
replacement  or  removal  of  the  tree  in  accordance  with  applicable  requirements  and 
procedures  provided  in  this  Article  for  renioval  of  the  subject  tree.  In  cases  of  extreme  danger, 
as  determined  by  the  Director,  the  Director  may  require  immediate  compliance. 

(b)  Director  of  Public  Works  To  Abate  Nuisance  Hazard  if  Owner  Fails  To  Do  So.  If 
the  responsible  property  owner  does  not  undertake  in  a  timely  manner  the  abatement  action, 
as  required  by  said  notice,  the  Director  may  perform  necessary  work  to  abate  the 
nuisancchazard.  The  cost  of  such  abatement,  including  labor,  equipment,  materials,  inspection 
services,  and  administrative  costs,  shall  be  an  obligation  owing  by  the  responsible  property 
owner(s)  to  the  City. 
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(c)      Method  of  Enforcement  and  Collection  of  Lien.  The  Department  shall  send 
notice  of  assessment  of  costs  to  the  responsible  property  owner.  Such  notice  shall  include  a 
statement  that  payment  is  due  within  60  days  of  the  mailing  date  of  the  notice.  If  a  responsible 
property  owner  fails  timely  to  remit  payment,  the  Department  shall  send  a  second  notice  of 
payment  due.  Such  second  notice  shall  include  a  statement  that  failure  timely  to  remit 
payment  in  full  to  the  City  within  30  days  of  the  mailing  of  the  second  notice  shall  cause  the 
Director  to  institute  lien  proceedings  pursuant  to  Sections  706.4-706.7  of  this  Code. 
Enforcement  and  collection  of  liens  for  costs  associated  with  nuisance  hazard  tree  abatement 
shall  be  in  accordance  with  Sections  706.4-706.7  of  this  Code,  except  that  all  monies  received 
in  payment  of  such  liens,  with  the  exception  of  enforcement  costs,  shall  be  credited  to  the  Adopt- 
A-Tree  Fund. 

SEC.  810.  LANDMARK  TREES. 

(a)      Designation  Criteria.  With  the  advice  of  the  Troo  Board  and  following  a-euMc 
hearing,  the  Director  shall  adopt  critoria  for  the  designation  of  landmark  troos,  which  criteria 
shall  include  consideration  of  the  age,  sizo,  shape,  species,  location,  historical  association, 
visual  quality,  or  other  contribution  to  tho  City's  character.  Upon  the  recommendation  of  tho 
Director,  tho  Board  of  Supervisors  may  designate  as  a  "landmark  tree"  any  street  irQC-otsny 
tree  on  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  tho  Department  meeting  tho  criteria  adopted  by  the 
Director,  or  may  rescind  such  designations.  Any  person  seeking  to  have  a  troo  designated  as 
a  landmark  must  pay  all  costs  related  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  hearing. 

 (k)  Advise  tho  Zoning  Administrator.  Upon  request  by  tho  Zoning 

Administrator,  the  Diroctor  shall  advise  tho  Zoning  Administrator  regarding  landmark  trees-en 
a  proposed  construction  sito.  Tho  Department  shall  propose-measuros  to  protect  landmark 
trees  on  a  construction  site  against  damage  to  trunk,  roots,  and-branches. 
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 (e)  Removal;  Special  Permit  Required.  Except  in  the  case  of  manifest  danger 

and  immediate  necessity,  landmark  trees  shall  be  removed  only  upon  a  determination  of  tho 
Board  of  Supervisors  following  a  public  hearing.  The  Director  shall  issue  criteria  governing 
such  determinations.  If  the  Board  of  Supervisors  determines  that  removal  of  a  landmark  troo 
is  necessary  or  permissible,  it  may  impose  such  reasonable  conditions  on  the  permit  for 
removal  as  it  deems  necessary  to  compensate  for  the  loss  of  the  troo,  including  but  not  limited 
to  tho  replacement  value  of  the  tree,  and  administrative  costs,  or  contribution  to  the  Adopt  A 
Tree  Fund.  Any  person  seeking  permission  to  remove  a  landmark  tree  must  pay  all  costs 
related  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  hearing.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  shall  develop_and 
recommend  for  adoption  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  uniform  criteria  for  the  desianationof 
landmark  trees,  which  criteria  shall  include  consideration  of  the  age,  size,  shape,  species. 
location,  historical  association,  visual  quality,  or  other  contribution  to  the  City's  characters 
set  forth  Section  810(f)(4)(AHE)  below.  Upon  adoption  bv  the  Board  of  Superyisorsjhe 
designation  criteria  shall  apply  to  all  trees  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  City  and  CQUQtyjsf 
San  Francisco.  Pending  adoption  of  criteria  fordegiqnation  of  landmark  trees,  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council.  affected.Citv  departments,  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  shall \ jj^y__onJhe 
general  criteria  set  forth  in  Section  81Q(fV4)(A)-(E). 

(b)      Designation  Process. 

( 1 )     Nominations.  _A  tree  may  be.nominated  for  designation  a^ajandmark 
tree  by  any  of  the  following  parties:  (i)  the  property  owner  whose  property  contains  the 
subject  tree  by  a  written  request  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council:  (ii)  the  Boarglof  Supervisors. 
Planning  Commission,  or  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  3oard  by  adoption  of  a  resolution 
of  intent  to  nominate  a  tree  for  landmark  status:  or  (iii)  the  director  of  any  City  agency  or 
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department  by  filing  a  nomination  letter  with  the  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Each  tree  nominated 
for  landmark  tree  status  shall  be  the  subject  of  a  separate  individual  nomination. 

(2)  Content  of  Nominations.  Nominations  shall  be  made  in  writing  to  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  and  shall  include  the  basis  for  the  nomination,  which  may  address  one 
or  more  of  the  adopted  designation  criteria,  including  the  factors  listed  below  in  Section 
810(f)(4)(A)-(E)  below:  the  lot,  assessor's  block,  and  street  address  of  the  subject  property: 
one  or  more  pictures  of  the  tree:  and  any  other  information  that  the  nominating  property  owner 
or  entity  believes  would  be  pertinent  to  the  nomination. 

(3)  Urban  Forestry  Council  Hearing  and  Determination.  The  Urban  Forestry 
Council  shall  hold  a  public  hearing  on  a  nomination  within  60  days  of  receipt  of  a  completed 
nomination  reguest.  and  shall  determine  whether  the  tree  gualifies  as  a  landmark  tree 
pursuant  to  the  adopted  designation  criteria.  After  the  conclusion  of  the  public  hearing,  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  shall  adopt  written  findings  that  specify  the  basis  for  its  decision  to 
approve  or  reject  the  nomination  and  shall  forward  these  findings  to  the  applicantjor  the 
nomination  and  the  affected  property  owner.  If  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  determines  that 
the  subject  tree  meets  the  adopted  designation  criteria,  it  shall  forward  said  decision  to  the 
Director,  as  to  a  tree  on  private  property,  or  to  the  subject  City  agency,  commission  or 
department,  as  to  a  tree  on  City-owned  property.  If  the  Urban  Forestry  CgunciLrejects  the 
nomination,  the  Council  shall  not  accept  a  new  reguest  for  the  subject  tree  for  three  years 
from  the  date  of  its  decision.  If  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  determines  that  a  tree  gualifie s_aj 
ajandmark  tree,  its  written  findings  on  the  nomination  shall  be  forwarded,  along  with  any 
recommendations  of  relevant  City  agencies,  commissions  or  departments,  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  its  consideration  pursuant  to  Section  810(b)(4)  of  this  Article.  Ifjhe  Urban 
Forestry  Council  fails  to  forward  said  findings  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  within  90  days  of 
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the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  receipt  of  the  nomination  request,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  may, 
irntsdiscretion.  schedule  a  public  hearing  on  the  nomination,  in  which  event,  the  failure  of  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  to  forward  said  findings  within  the  90  day  period  shall  constitute  jts 
approval  of  the  nomination. 

(4)      Designation.  Upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Urban_Forestrv  Council^ 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  may  designate  as  a  "landmark  tree"  any  tree  within  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  that  meets  the  adopted  designation  criteria,  or 
may  rescind  such  designations.  If  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  does  not  issue  findings  in  a 
timely  manner  pursuant  to  Subsection  (b)(3).  the  Board  of  Supervisors  shall  adopt  its  own 
findings  as  part  of  the  designation  of  a  landmark  tree. 

(c)      Landmark  Tree  Designation  Recorded  Notice  and  Official  Book.  Upon  Boardof 
Supervisors  designation  of  a  landmarkjree.  the  Department  or  affected  agency  shall  recordja 
notice  on  the  subject  property  concerning  the  landmark  tree.  The  Department  also  shall 
record  the  landmark  tree  designation  in_an  official  book  entitled  Landmark  Trees.  Jfjhe 
lanjmad<_trere_is  a  street  tree  under  the  maintenancej^esponsibiiity  of  the  DepjrtnTejiMhe 
Department  shall  record Jhj i}3J\^^]^J^§J^sjgnMiQri  in  a_separate  section  of  the  Landmark 
Tree_book  that  is  reserved  for  those  Jandmajjkjrees  under  the  maintenance  xesponsibility_of 
the  Department.  The  Department  shall  maintain  this  book  for  public  review  angjjp^ateiton_a 
regular  basis  with  the  assistance  of  af^jed_agencies. 

Temporary  Designation  of  Landmark  Tree  Status.  At  the  time  a  member  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  introduces  a  resolution  of  intent  to  initiate  a  nomination  and  submits  to 
tiTe_Clejrk_of_the  Board  of  Supervisors  thejnformation  required  for  a  landmarkjree  nomination 
reouest  as  set  forth  in  Section  810fljW2V.  the  subject  tree  shall  be  temporarily  designated  as_a 
lajidmark  tree  ("temporary  desionatigjJ!ljmgU2g  subject jojhe  provisions  governing  landmark 
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trees  set  forth  herein  while  proceedings  are  pending  on  the  landmark  tree  designation.  AUhe, 
time  the  Planning  Commission  or  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  adopts  a  resolution 
of  intent  to  initiate  a  nomination,  temporary  designation  of  the  subject  tree  shall  occur.  JTthe 
Director  of  the  Department  or  the  director  of  any  other  City  agency,  commission  or  department 
initiates  landmark  tree  designation,  temporary  designation  shall  occur  when  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council  adopts  a  resolution  determining  that  the  subject  tree  gualifies  for  landmark 
tree  status.  In  addition,  the  Director  of  the  Department  shall  have  the  authority  to  issue  an 
emergency  order  that  temporarily  designates  a  tree  on  private  property  or  on  any  property 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  to  prevent  the  immediate  removal  of  a  tree.  Upon 
initiation  of  a  nomination  pursuant  to  this  Section,  the  entity  initiating  nomination  shall 
immediately  inform  the  Director  who  shall  immediately  cause  a  notice  to  be  provided  to  the 
relevant  department  or  private  property  owner  informing  them  of  the  special  permit  and 
approval  requirements  pursuant  to  Section  810(f).  If  180  daysjiave  elapsed  from  the  date  of 
temporary  designation  and  final  action  on  landmark  tree  designation  has  not  been  completed, 
the  temporary  designation  status  for  the  subject  tree  shall  expire  unless  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  adopts  a  resolution  to  extencjthe_temporary  designatiorL  Such, e_xtens ion  shall 
notexceed  90  additional  days.  Althouqhjhe  subject  treejjjtimatelv  may  be  designated  as  a 
landmark  tree_sojrnetime  after  expiration  pfjempojaixdesjig^  temporary 
designation  has  expired,  the  affected  tree  shall  not_be  subject  to  a  new  temporary  desjonatio n 
for  at  least  two  years  from  the  date  of  temporary  designation.  If  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 
rejects  a  nomination  under  subsection  (b)(3).  the  temggjary^sjqjialioji^ 
terminate. 

(e)     Zoning  Administrator.  The  Zoning  Administrator  shall  be  required  to  identify 
desiqnateajan^rnark  tree(s)  on  proposed  development  or  construction  sites  andjoj^tjfyjhe 
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Urban  Forestry  Council  and  the  Department  or  affected  City  agency,  commission  or 
department.  The  Zoning  Administrator  and  the  Department  or  such  other  Ci^Agjsncy. 
commission  or  department  with  jurisdiction,  shall  be  required  to  impose  measures  to  protect 
such  landmark  trees  on  a  construction  site  against  damage  to  trunk,  roots,  and  branchesjn 
accordance  with  Section  808(c)  of  this  Article.  Removal  of  such  trees  shall  be  subject  to  the 
rules  and  procedures  for  removal  of  landmark  trees  provided  in  this  Section. 
(f)      Removal  Criteria  and  Procedures. 

(1)  Removal  Criteria.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  shall  develop  and 
recommend  for  adoption  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  uniform  criteria,  rules,  and  procedures 
governing  determinations  to  remove  landmark  trees.  Removal  criteria  shall  require 
consideration  and  written  findings  on  all  of  the  factors  related  to  the  landmark  tree  as  setjorth 
in  Section  810(g)(4).  below,  and  shall  not  authorize  the  removal  of  a  landmark  tree  unlessjhe 
^constitutes  a  hazard  tree  pursuant  to  Section  802(o).  Public  notice,  in  accordange_with_the 
mqjjjrements  of  Section  806(a)(2).  and  a  hearing  shall  be  required. 

(2)  Removal  on  Private  Property:  Special  Permit  Required.  A  property  owner 
who  desires_a  permit  to  remove  a  landmark  tree  shall  apply  to  the  Department  onjhe 
designated  form^,Such  application  must  be  accompanied  by  an  administrative  fee  in 
accordance  with  a  fee  schedule  adopted  by  the  Director.  Except  in  the, case  oj_manjfest 
danger  and  immediate  necessity,  landmark  trees  on  private  property  shall  bexemoved_only_ 
after  the  Director's  determination  and  issuance  of  a  permit,  following  a  public  hearing.  If  the 
Directqrdetermines  that  removal  of  a  landmark  tree  is  necessary  or  permissible  in 
accordance  with  the  adopted  removal  criteria,  the_Director  may  impose  such  reasonable 
conditions, on  the  permit  for  removal  as  he  or  she  deems  necessary  to_compensate  for  the 
jos_s  of  the  tree,  including  but  not  limited  to  the  replacement  value  of  the  tree.  aa^iri[strative 
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costs,  and  contribution  to  the  Adopt-A-Tree  Fund.  The  Director's  determination  shall  be  final 
and  appealable  to  the  Board  of  Appeals.  Any  person  seeking  permission  to  remove  a 
landmark  tree  must  pav  all  costs  related  to  the  permit  process  and  public  hearij^s^.PendLng 
adoption  of  criteria  for  removal  of  landmark  trees,  the  Department  shall  rely  onJhe_general 
criteria  set  forth  in  Section  810(fK4)(A)-(F). 

(3)  Removal  on  City-owned  Property:  Special  Approval  Required.  Removal 
of  a  landmark  tree(s)  on  City  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  any  City  aaencv.  commission,, 
or  department  shall  be  subject  to  the  criteria,  rules,  and  procedures  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  pursuant  to  Section  810(f)(1).  above,  including  the  process  for  public  notice  and  a 
hearing  prior  to  removal  of  the  tree.  After  following  said  criteria,  rules,  and  procedures,  the 
subject  Citv  agency,  commission,  or  department  shall  make  its  decision  on  removal  of  a 
landmark  tree(s).  Such  decision  is  final  and  nonappealable.  Pending  the  Board  of 
Supervisor's  adoption  of  the  criteria,  rules,  and  procedures  pursuant  to  Section  810(fl(JJ^_the 
agency,  commission,  or  department  shall  follow  the_g.eneral  criteria  of  Subsection  (f)(4)(A)-(Fj 
and  similar  rules  and  procedures  for  removal  of  street  trees  as  set  forth  in  Section  806(c)  and 
for  removal  oLhazard  trees  as  set  forth  in  this  Section  806(a)(4).  This  Subsectjonshall  ripj 
supercede_tlmChartejJurisdiction  that  has  been  granted  to  any  City  agency.  cojTjmjssjorL^r 
department. 

(4)  Reouired  Findings.  As  part  of  any  determination  that  authorizes  rejmoyaj 
of  any  landmark  tree,  the  City  entity  making  such  determination  shall,  in  additionjojhe 
adopted  removal  criteria.  considered  make  written  findings^neach  of  the  following  factors 
related  to  the  tree: 

(A)     Size,  age,  and  species: 
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(B)  Visual  characteristics,  including  the  tree's  form  and  whether  it  is  a 
prominent  landscape  feature: 

(C)  Cultural  or  historic  characteristics,  including  whether  the  tree  has 
sjgnjficant  ethnic  appreciation  or  historical  association  or  whether  the  tree  was  part  of  a 
historic  planting  program  that  defines  neighborhood  character: 

(D)  Ecological  characteristics,  including  whether  the  tree  provides 
important  wildlife  habitat,  is  part  of  a  group  of  interdependent  trees,  provides  erosion  control. 
or  acts  as  a  wind  or  sound  barrier: 

(E)  Locational  characteristics,  including  whether  thejree  is  in  a  high 
traffic  area  or  low  tree  density  area,  provides  shade  or  other  benefits  to  multiple  properties. 
and  js_vlsuallv  accessible  from  the  public  riqht-of-wav:  and 

(R     One  or  more  criteria  that  gualify  the  tree  as  a  hazard  treej^reyjajnt 

to  Section  802(o). 

(5^      Emergency  Removal  on  Private  Property.  In  the  case  of  manifest  danger 
ajngLimmediate  necessity^as  determined Jgyjhe  Director,  the  Directorjriay  remo^^r_reguire 
the  responsible  owner(s)  to  remove ja  landmark  tree  immediately.  After  such  emergency 
removaLthe  Director  shall  provide  written  notice  of  the  necessity  for  such  action  to  the  Board 
oljSupervisors  and  the  Urban_Forestry  Council  and  shall  also  provide  such  noticeto_all 
interested  San  Francisco  oroanizations^ndLtp  the  extent  practical,  to  the  owjie^s_and 
occupants  of  properties  that  are  on  or  across  from  the  block  face  where  the  affected  tree  was 
removed.  If  the  Department  incurs  any  costs, related  to  anjsmerqencv  removal,  said  costs. 
including  labor,  equipment,  materials,  inspection  services,  and  administrativejcosts.  shall  be 
an  obligation  owing  by  the  responsible  owner(s)  to  the  City.  Removal  of  a  landmark  tree 
pursuant  to  this  Subsection  is  noXsubject  to  Section  810(f)(4)  above. 
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(6)      Emergency  Removal  on  City-owned  Property.  In  the  case  of  manifest 
danger  and  immediate  necessity,  as  determined  by  the  director  or  general  manager  of  the 
subject  agency,  commission,  or  department,  the  subject  agency,  commission,  or  department 
mav  remove  a  landmark  tree  within  its  jurisdiction  immediately.  After  such  emergency 
removal,  the  subject  agency,  department,  or  commission  shall  provide  written  notice  of  the 
necessity  of  such  action  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Urban  Forestry  Council  and  Department 
of  Public  Works  and  shall  also  provide  such  notice  to  all  interested  San  Francisco 
organization  and,  to  the  extent  practical,  the  owners  and  occupants  of  properties  that  are  on 
or  across  from  the  block  face  where  the  affected  tree  was  removed.  Removal  of  a  landmark 
tree  pursuant  to  this  Subsection  is  not  subject  to  Section  81Q(fif4)  above. 

(g)      If  a  landmark  tree(s)  has  been  designated  as  part  of  a  local  historic  district  or 
landmark  under  Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code,  removal  of  such  tree  shall  be  subject  to  the 
procedures  set  forth  in  the  Planning  Code  Article  10  in  addition  to  the  reouirements_of 
Subsection  810(f)  above.  In  the  case  of  a  conflict  between  Secjjon_8 10(f)  and  the  ArticleJO 
designation,  the  more  restrictive  provisions  shall  apply. 

SEC.  811.  PENALTIES  FOR  VIOLATION  OF  ORDINANCE. 

(a)  Criminal  Penalties.  Violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  Sections  806,  808,  and 
81 0(€(f)(1).  and  810A(b)  of  this  Article  shall  be  chargeable  as  an  infraction  or  a  misdemeanor. 
Every  violation  determined  to  be  an  infraction  is  punishable  by  a  fine  of  S200  for  a  first 
violation  and  $400  for  each  additional  violation  within  one  year.  Every  violation  determined  to 
be  a  misdemeanor  is  punishable  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $1 ,000  and/or  imprisonment  in  the 
County  Jail  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  six  months,  for  each  offense. 

(b)  Administrative  Civil  Penalties  and  Fees. 
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(J)       The  Director  may  call  upon  the  City  Attorney  to  maintain  an  action  for 
injunction  to  restrain  or  summary  abatement  to  cause  the  correction  or  abatement  of  the  violation  of 
this  Article,  and  for  assessment  and  recovery  of  a  civil  penalty  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees  for  such 
violation. 

(2)      Any  person  who  violates  this  Article  may  be  liable  for  a  civil  penalty  not  to 
exceed  $500  for  each  day  such  violation  is  committed  or  permitted  to  continue,  which  penalty  shall  be 
assessed  and  recovered  in  a  civil  action  brought  in  the  name  of  the  people  of  the  City  by  the  City 
Attorney  in  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  In  assessing  the  amount  of  the  civil  penalty,  the  court 
may  consider  any  one  or  more  of  the  relevant  circumstances  presented  by  any  of  the  parties  to  the  case, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  following:  the  nature  and  seriousness  of  the  misconduct,  the  number  of 
violations,  the  persistence  of  the  misconduct,  the  length  of  time  over  which  the  misconduct  occurred: 
and  the  wilfulness  of  the  defendant's  misconduct.  The  City  Attorney  also  may  seek  recovery  of  t  he- 
attorneys'  fees  and  costs  incurred  in  bringing  a  civil  action  pursuant  to  this  Section, 
(c)  Administrative  Penalties. 

(1 )      In  addition  to  the  penalties  set  forth  in  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  above,  the 
Director  may  require  any  person  who  removes,  damagesinjyres,  or  destroys  a  tree  in  violation 
of  the  provisions  of  this  Article  shetU  to_pay  a  sum  of  money  equal  to  the  tree's  replacement 
value  or  the  diminishment  of  the  tree's  value  as  set  forth  in  the  current  edition  of  the  Guide  for 
Plant  Appraisal  (Council  of  Tree  and  Landscape  Appraisers).  In  no  case  shall  the  administrative 
penalty  be  less  than  $500  per  violation.  When  one  or  more  additional  violations  occur  within  one  year 
of  the  first  violation,  the  Director  may  assess  a  responsible  party  double  the  tree's  replacement  value  or 
the  diminishment  of  the  tree's  value.  Depending  on  the  nature  and  seriousness  of  the  misconduct, 
including  unpermitted  removal  of  or  damage  to  a  lan  dmark  OJ^jajlliicajQt  tree;  the  number  of 
violations:  the  persistence  of  the  misconduct;  the  length  of  time  over  which  the  misconduct  occurred: 
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or  the  wilfulness  of  the  defendant's  misconduct,  the  Director  may  assess  additional  penalties  in  excess 
of  the  amounts  specified  above.   In  addition  to  the  administrative  penalty  assessed  pursuant  to  this 
Section,  the  Director  may  assess  enforcement  costs  to  cover  the  reasonable  costs  incurred  in  enforcing 
the  administrative  penalty,  including  reasonable  attorneys'  fees.    Any  and  all  amounts  paid  or 
collected  pursuant  to  this  subsection,  with  the  exception  of  enforcement  costs,  shall  be  deposited 
into  the  Adopt-A-Tree  Fund. 

(2)     The  Department  shall  send  notice  of  the  assessment  of  administrative 
e4vU  penalties  to  the  responsible  property  owner  party.  Such  notice  shall  include  a  statement 
that  payment  is  due  within  60  days  of  the  mailing  date  of  the  notice.  If  a  responsible  property 
owner  fails  timely  to  remit  payment,  the  Department  shall  send  a  second  notice  of  payment 
due.  Such  second  notice  shall  include  a  statement  that  failure  timely  to  remit  payment  in  full  to 
the  City  within  30  days  of  the  mailing  of  the  second  notice  shall  cause  the  Director  to  institute 
lien  proceedings  pursuant  to  Sections  706.4  -  706.7  of  this  Code.  Enforcement  and  collection 
of  liens  for  costs  associated  with  nuisance  hazard  tree  abatement  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
Sections  706.4  -  706.7  of  this  Code,  except  that  all  monies  received  in  payment  of  such  liens 
with  the  exception  of  enforcement  costs,  shall  be  credited  to  the  Adopt-a-Tree  Fund. 

Section  3.  The  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Code  is  hereby  amended  by  adding 
Section  81  OA.  to  read  as  follows: 

SEC.810A.  SIGNIFICANT  TREES. 

(a)      Definition.  For  purposes  of  this  Section,  a  significant  tree  shall  be_aJreejJ1Jjon 
property  underjhe  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Public  Worksjor  (2)  on  privately_ow n e d - 
property  with_any_aortion  of  its  trunk  within  10  feet  of  the  public  right-of-way^  ajidj^jhat 
satisfies  at  least  one  of  the  following  criteria:  (a)  a  diameter  at  breast  height  (D^HjJn^xcess 
of  twelve  (12)  inches,  (b)  a  height  in  excess  of  twenty  (20)  feei^x(cJ_aL£anopy  in  exgejs  of 
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fifteen  (15)  feet.  The  Director  may  deem  a  significant  tree  a  hazard  tree  if  such  tree  satisfies 
the  provisions  of  Section  802(o).  A  landmark  tree  shall  not  be  treated  as  a  significant  tree 
even  if  the  landmark  tree  meets  one  or  more  of  the  abovementioned  criteria.  A  landmark  tree 
shall  be  governed  by  the  provisions  ofSection  810. 
fb)      Removal:  Requirements. 

( 1 )  Removal  of  a  significant  tree(s)  on  privatelv-owned  property_sha!Lbe 
subject  to  the  rules  and  procedures  governing  permits  for  removal  of  street  trees  as  set  forth 
in  Section  806(b). 

(2)  Removal  of  a  significant  tree(s)  that  are  the  responsibility  of  the 
Department  shall  be  subject  to  the  rules  and  procedures  governing  permit  for  Departmental 
removal  of  street  trees  as  set  forth  in  Section  806(a). 

(3)  If  the  Director  determines  that  a  significant  tree  is  a  hazard  treejhjs 
Article's  provisions  applicable  to  removal  of  a  hazard  tree  shall  apply. 

(4)  Emergency  Removal.  In  the  case  of  manifest  danger  and  immediate 
necessity,  as  determined  by  the  Director  in  writing,  the  Director  may  remove  or  require  the 
respjonsible  owner(s)  to  remove  a  significant  tree  immediately.  Af^.jjjc_heme 
removal,  the  Department  shall  provide  written  notice  to  all  interestedjSan  Francisco 
organizations  and,  to  the  extent  practical,  owners  and  occupants  of  propertiesjfoayare _on_or 
across. from  the  block  face  wheje  the  affected  tree  was  removed  of  the  necessity  for  such 
action.  If  the  Department  incurs  any  costs  related  to  an  emergency  removal,  said  costs. 
including  labor,  equipment,  materials,  inspection  services,  and  administrative  costs,  shall  be 
an  obligation  owing  by  the  responsible  owner(s)  to  the  City.  Removal  of  a  significant  tree 
pursuant  to  this  Subsection  is  not  subject  to  Subsection  (c)  below. 
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(c)  As  part  of  the  Director's  determination  to  authorize  removal  of  a  significant  tree. 
the  Director  shall  consider  the  following  factors  related  to  the  tree: 

M)     Size,  aae.  and  species: 

(2)  Visual  and  aesthetic  characteristics,  including  the  tree's  form  and  whether 
it  is  a  prominent  landscape  feature  or  part  of  a  streetscape; 

(3)  Cultural  or  historic  characteristics,  including  whether  the  tree  has 
significant  ethnic  appreciation  or  historical  association  or  whether  the  tree  was  part  of  a 
historic  planting  program  that  defines  neighborhood  character: 

(4)  Ecological  characteristics,  including  whether  the  tree  provides  important 
wildlife  habitat,  is  part  of  a  group  of  interdependent  trees,  provides  erosion  control,  or  acts  as 
a  Windsor  sound  barrier: 

(5)  Locationai  characteristics,  including  whether  the  tree  is  in  a  high  traffic 
area  or  low  tree  density  area,  or  provides  shade  or  other  public  benefits: 

(6)  Whether  the  tree  constitutes  a  hazard  tree  as  set  forth  in  Section  80?(o); 

and 

_      (7) ,    Whether  the  tree  has  been  maintained  as  set  forth  in  Sectior^spglj^ 

(d)  ZoningLAdministrator.  The  Zonjnq  Administrator  shall  be_regu jred  to  identify 
sjcinificant  tree(s)  on  proposed  development  or  construction  sites  and  to  notifyjhe 
Department.  The_Zoning  Administrator _and  the  Department  shall  be  reouirea^Jmpose 
measures  to  protect  such  significant  trees  on  a  construction  site  against  damage  tojrynk, 
roots,  and  branches  in  accordance  with  Sectjoji^8(c)j^this_Article.  Removal _ofju^hJrees 
shall  be  subject  to  the  rules  and  procedures  for  removal  ofsignificant  trees  provided  in  this 
Section. 

Section  34-  This  section  is  uncodified. 
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(a)  The  powers  and  duties  of  the  Tree  Advisory  Board,  set  forth  in  Public  Works  Code 
Section  803,  pursuant  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance  No.  165-95,  Clerk  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  File  No.TM-  f,  are  transferred  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  pursuant  to  this 
Ordinance,  and  the  Tree  Advisory  Board  is  hereby  dissolved. 

(b)  The  Office  of  the  Legislative  Anajvst  shall  prepare  a  report  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  all  possible  financial  incentives,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  tax  credits,  tax 
rebates,  and  subsidized  tree  care,  for  residents  or  businesses  whose  properties  contain 
designated  landmark  trees. 


APPROVED  AS  TO  FORM: 
DENNIS  J.  HERRERA,  City  Attorney 


By 
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Ordinance  amending  the  Public  Works  Code  by  amending  Section  801  to  add  to  the  purposes;  by 
amending  Section  802  to  modify  various  definitions;  amending  Sections  802,  806,  and  809  to  redefine 
nuisance  trees  as  hazard  trees;  amending  Sections  802  and  803  authorizing  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  to  succeed  to  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  Tree  Advisory  Board  and  to  assume  new  duties; 
amending  Section  806  to  allow  for  appeals  of  decisions  concerning  removal  of  street  trees  that  are  the 
responsibility  of  City  departments  and  to  extend  the  notice  period  to  30  days  for  removal  of  street 
trees  that  are  the  responsibility  of  private  property  owners;  amending  Sections  806  and  807  to  require 
imposition  of  in  lieu  fees  under  specified  circumstances;  adding  Section  81  OA  to  define  significant 
trees  and  establish  a  regulatory  program  governing  their  removal;  amending  Sections  804,  807,  and 
808  to  make  conforming  changes  regarding  significant  trees;  amending  Sections  804,  807,  808,  and 
810  concerning  landmark  trees  and  procedures  to  designate,  nominate,  and  remove  landmark  trees; 
amending  Section  81 1  to  create  civil  penalties  and  fines  and  to  modify  provisions  on  administrative 
penalties;  requiring  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Analyst  to  prepare  a  report  concerning  financial 
incentives  related  to  landmark  trees;  and  making  environmental  findings. 


September  27,  2005  Board  of  Supervisors  —  CONTINUED 
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October  1 1,  2005  Board  of  Supervisors  —  AMENDED,  AN  AMENDMENT  OF  THE  WHOLE 


October  18,  2005  Board  of  Supervisors  —  CONTINUED 

Ayes:  1 1  -  Alioto-Pier,  Ammiano,  Daly,  Dufty,  Elsbernd,  Ma,  Maxwell, 
McGoldrick,  Mirkarimi,  Peskin,  Sandoval 
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BEARING  SAME  TITLE 


Ayes:  10  -  Ammiano,  Daly,  Dufty,  Elsbernd,  Ma,  Maxwell,  McGoldrick, 
Mirkarimi,  Peskin,  Sandoval 
Excused:  1  -  Alioto-Pier 


October  11,  2005 


Board  of  Supervisors  —  CONTINUED 

Ayes:  10  -  Ammiano,  Daly,  Dufty,  Elsbernd,  Ma,  Maxwell,  McGoldrick, 
Mirkarimi,  Peskin,  Sandoval 
Excused:  1  -  Alioto-Pier 
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November  1,  2005  Board  of  Supervisors  —  RE-REFERRED:  City  Operations  and  Neighborhood 
Services  Committee 

Ayes:  1 1  -  Alioto-Pier,  Ammiano,  Daly,  Dufty,  Elsbernd,  Ma,  Maxwell, 
McGoldrick,  Mirkarimi,  Peskin,  Sandoval 

January  10,  2006  Board  of  Supervisors  —  PASSED  ON  FIRST  READING 

Ayes:  8  -  Ammiano,  Daly,  Dufty,  Maxwell,  McGoldrick,  Mirkarimi,  Peskin, 
Sandoval 

Noes:  2  -  Elsbernd,  Ma 
Excused:  1  -  Alioto-Pier 

January  17,  2006  Board  of  Supervisors  —  FINALLY  PASSED 

Ayes:  7  -  Daly,  Dufty,  Maxwell,  McGoldrick,  Mirkarimi,  Peskin,  Sandoval 
Noes:  3  -  Alioto-Pier,  Elsbernd,  Ma 
Excused:  1  -  Ammiano 


File  No.  05 1458  I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Ordinance 

was  FINALLY  PASSED  on  January  17,  2006 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco. 


GloriaJL.  Youn 
Clerk  of  trie 


Date  Approved 


Mayor  Gavin  Newsom 


Date:  January  27,  2006 

1  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  ordinance,  not  being  signed  by  the  Mayor  within  the  time  limit  as 
set  forth  in  Section  3.103  of  the  Charter,  became  effective  without  his  approval  in  accordance  with 
the  provision  of  said  Section  3.103  of  the  Charter. 
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GAVIN  NEWSOM,  MAYOR 
JARED  BLUMENFELD,  DIRECTOR 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 

DRAFT  MINUTES 

Tuesday,  February  27,  2007  at  5:30  p.m. 

City  Hall,  Room  416  DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  _  2  2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

CALL  TO  ORDER.  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:40  p.m.  PUBLIC  library 

ROLL  CALL.  Present:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke  (5:42  p.m.),  Members  Blair,  Boss, 
Cohen,  Costello,  Habert,  Sherk  (5:42  p.m.),  Miller,  and  Sustarich.  Excused:  Members 
Griswold,  Marks,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano. 

ACTION:  Adoption  of  minutes  of  the  January  26,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Boss  and  second  by  Member  Sustarich,  the  January  26, 
2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen, 
Costello,  Habert,  Miller  and  Sustarich;  Absent:  Vice-Chair  Quirke  and  Members  Griswold, 
Marks,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sherk  and  Sacamano)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes 

Of  the  January  26,  2007  Regular  Meeting  http://sfqov.orq/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=54874.) 

DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  heard  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  recommendations  for  trees  nominated  for  landmark  tree  status  at  the  following 
addresses: 

holly  (Ilex  altaclarensis)  at  733  27th  Avenue  (Explanatory  Document:  Board  of 
Supervisors  Resolution  of  Intent  to  Nominate  (PDF) 

http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/BOSresolution_0012-07.pdf),  Nomination  Form  (Word) 
http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/Nomination_holly_73327thave.doc,  Support 
Documentation  (PDF) 

http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/Supportdocs_holly_73327thAve.PDF,  Staff  Evaluation 
Form  http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/EvaluationhollyGMa.doc,  Petition  (PDF) 

http://web1  sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/hollv  petition.PDF,  PhotOS  (Word) 

httpJ/web  Lsfgov.  ora/site/uploadedfiles/ltem4Holly  colorphotos.  doc. 

California  buckeye  (Aesculus  californica)  at  730  28th  Avenue  (Explanatory  Document: 
Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  of  Intent  to  Nominate  (PDF) 
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http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/BOSresolution  0013-Q7.pdf),  Nomination  Form 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/Nomination  CAbuckeve  73028thAve.doc.  Support  Documentation  (PDF) 
http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/SupportdocsCAbuckeve73028thAve.PDF.  Petition  (PDF) 
http://web1  sfqov  orq/site/uploadedfiles/CAbuckeve  petition.PDF,  PhotO 
http://web1  .sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ltem4CAbuckeve  colorphotos.doc. 

New  Zealand  Christmas  Tree  (Metrosideros  excelsus)  in  front  of  1221  Stanyan  Street 
(Department  of  the  Environment  Nomination  Form  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/SFENomnztree1221Stanvan  pdf)  and  PhotO  (PDF) 
http://sfqov.Org/site/uploadedfiles/1 221  StanvanPhoto.pdf,  (Word) 
http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ltem4Hollv  colorphotos.doc. 

Other  Explanatory  Documents:  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Evaluation  Forms  (PDF) 

http://web1  sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/MSustarichEvalForms. pdf, 
http://web1  sfqov  orq/site/uploadedfiles/MBossEval730  28thAve.pdf, 
http://web1  sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/MBossEval733  27thAve  pdf, 

http://web1  sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/MBossEval1 221  Stanyan.pdf.  and  Written  Summaries  (PDF) 

http://web1  sfqov.  orq/site/uploadedfiles/1 221  StanyanWrittenSummarvd).  doc, 
http://web1  sfqov. orq/site/uploadedfiles/73028thAveWrittenSummarv(1). doc, 

http://web1  sfqov.  orq/site/uploadedfiles/73327thAveWrittenSummary(1).  doc. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion,  the  Council  voted  on  whether  to  approve,  reject,  or  not  take 
action  on  the  nominations  and  shall  adopt  written  findings  to  support  its  decision  (if  required)  to 
forward  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Chair  Milne  explained  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  process  for  reaching  a  decision  on  each  of 
the  nominated  trees.  It  was  stated  that  there  would  be  a  staff  report,  Landmark  Tree  Committee 
report,  owner  and  adjacent  property  owner  testimony,  public  comment,  and  discussion  and  vote 
by  the  Council,  who  then  forwards  their  recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as 
required.  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Chair  Boss  indicated  that  it  is  the  Committee's  job  to 
determine  if  the  nominated  tree  merits  landmark  status  based  on  how  well  it  meets  specific  pre- 
determined criteria.  It  was  explained  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  does  not  handle 
property  rights  and  disputes. 

holly  (Ilex  altaclarensis)  at  733  27th  Avenue 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  stated  that  the  official  nominator  of  the  tree  at  733  27th  Avenue  is 
Supervisor  McGoldrick  and  showed  photos  of  the  holly  tree.  Ms.  Ma's  evaluation  form  is 
included  in  the  meeting  packet. 

Landmark  Tree  Committee  Chair  Boss  advised  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  at  their 
February  13  meeting  voted  to  recommend  against  landmark  tree  status  as  they  felt  it  did  not 
meet  enough  of  the  significant  criteria.  Testimony  was  received  at  the  Committee  meeting  from 
the  property  owner  who  spoke  neither  for  nor  against  landmark  tree  status.  Chair  Boss  stated 
the  Committee's  reasons  for  not  granting  landmark  tree  status  as  reflected  in  the  Explanatory 
Document  Written  Summary  above 

Property  Owner  Comment:  Ms.  Laurie  Quach  stated  that  her  intention  is  to  expand  her 
property,  not  to  harm  the  tree.  Ms.  Quach  asked  that  the  tree  not  become  a  reason  to  obstruct 
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property  expansion  or  a  cause  for  disputes.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  accuracy  of  the  age 
of  the  tree.  Ms.  Gina  Quach  and  Ms.  Sharon  Quach  asked  that  the  Council  not  support  the 
landmarking  of  the  tree.  Ms.  Laurie  Quach  spoke  of  her  concern  of  costs  for  maintaining  a  tree 
with  landmark  status,  and  asked  the  Council  if  they  could  provide  advise  during  renovation. 

Adjacent  Property  Owner  Comment:  Mr.  Doug  Schultz,  729  27th  Avenue,  spoke  of 
neighborhood  support  of  landmark  status  for  the  holly  tree  and  the  petition  that  was  submitted. 
Mr.  Schultz  stated  that  he  was  not  notified  of  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  meeting  until  the 
day  of  the  meeting,  and  asked  that  this  issue  be  brought  back  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee 
in  order  to  have  a  fair  hearing.  A  discussion  was  held  about  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  how  the 
nomination  meets  those  objectives  and  noted  the  historical  significance  of  the  tree.  Mr.  Schultz 
advised  that  trees  had  been  cut  down  on  the  property  without  notice,  and  showed  pictures  from 
various  viewpoints. 

Chair  Milne  explained  that  the  Committee  is  a  way  to  have  members  survey  and  evaluate  the 
tree  and  report  to  the  Council.  It  was  stated  that  the  Council  is  having  a  full  hearing  today  in 
order  to  hear  testimony,  and  there  is  no  procedure  to  send  issues  back  to  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee.  It  was  explained  that  agendas  are  sent  to  nominators  and  owners  listed  on  the 
nomination  forms,  and  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Schultz's  name  did  not  appear  on  the  nomination  form. 
A  discussion  is  currently  being  held  on  amending  the  Ordinance  to  revise  notice  requirements  in 
the  future. 

Adjacent  Property  Owner  Comment:  Ms.  Valerie  Louie,  730  28th  Avenue,  spoke  in  support  of 
landmark  tree  nomination  and  expressed  her  concern  with  San  Francisco  not  maintaining  its 
greenness.  Ms.  Louie  discussed  her  effort  in  obtaining  signatures  for  the  neighborhood  petition 
and  spoke  of  neighborhood  support  for  landmark  status. 

Adjacent  Property  Owner  Comment:  Ms.  Cheryl  Schultz,  729  27th  Avenue,  showed  pictures  of 
the  tree  from  various  neighborhood  viewpoints.  A  packet  of  historical  information  was  submitted 
on  the  homes  in  the  neighborhood.  Ms.  Schultz  spoke  of  reasons  for  retaining  the  tree,  e.g.  the 
rarity  of  holly  trees  in  San  Francisco,  natural  privacy  screen,  wind  barrier,  pollution  control,  and 
cultural  and  historical  value. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Roy  Leggitt,  Consulting  Arborist,  spoke  on  the  importance  of  holly  as  a 
cultural  plant.  The  Council  was  asked  to  examine  a  piece  of  wood  and  an  explanation  given  on 
how  growth  rings  could  be  counted  to  determine  an  approximate  age  and  how  environmental 
factors  could  influence  the  determination.  Mr.  Leggitt  stated  that  assumptions  could  not  be 
made  that  the  tree  is  40  years  old;  it  could  be  older  and  feels  that  it  is  from  the  same  period  of 
significance  as  the  architecture  and  cultural  history  of  the  neighborhood. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Jean  Barish,  neighbor,  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status  for  the  holly 
tree  noting  specific  qualifying  criteria,  e.g.  rarity,  age,  neighborhood  appreciation,  and  protection 
against  erosion.  Ms.  Barish  spoke  of  her  work  in  the  neighborhood  planting  trees  in  an  effort  to 
green  the  neighborhood.  The  Council  was  asked  to  preserve  the  neighborhood  urban  forest  by 
landmarking  this  tree.  Ms.  Barish  advised  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  instructed  the 
owners  not  to  cut  down  trees  and  they  were  cut  down  anyway. 
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Public  Comment:  Chair  Milne  read  a  statement  for  Ms.  Eleanor  Robinson,  neighbor,  in  support 
of  landmark  status  for  the  holly  and  buckeye  trees  on  27th  Avenue.  It  was  indicated  that  Ms. 
Robinson  was  concerned  that  trees  in  the  neighborhood  should  be  protected  from  possible 
destruction,  and  the  holly  and  buckeye  trees  are  not  only  visually  attractive,  but  provide  habitat 
for  creatures  and  maintain  the  current  quality  of  life  in  the  neighborhood. 

Member  Boss  discussed  the  scale  infestation  that  was  seen  on  the  tree  and  further  discussion 
was  held  on  determining  the  age  of  the  tree.  Mr.  Leggitt  stated  that  treating  the  scale  infestation 
would  not  present  a  problem  and  discussed  methods  for  determining  the  approximate  age  of  a 
tree.  Member  Cohen  stated  that  property  owners  should  be  honored  to  have  a  landmark  tree 
on  their  property.  Member  Boss  stated  that  the  holly  would  be  an  ideal  candidate  for  a 
significant  tree  if  that  were  an  option. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  asked  about  the  Department  of  Public  Works  Report  that  Ms.  Barish  was 
referring  to.  Mr.  Schultz  explained  that  there  was  a  complaint  about  overgrowth  and  underbrush 
on  the  property  that  was  creating  a  habitat  for  rodents.  The  Department  of  Public  Health  asked 
the  property  owner  to  remove  the  brush  and  vines,  but  not  to  cut  down  any  trees.  It  was  stated 
that  the  area  was  cleaned,  but  the  trees  were  cut  down.  Ms.  Quach  explained  that  it  was 
determined  that  other  fruit  trees  in  the  neighborhood  also  contributed  to  the  rodent  problem. 
Vice-Chair  Quirke  discussed  the  ongoing  need  to  improve  the  landmark  process. 

Member  Blair  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status.  Member  Sherk  advised  Ms.  Quach  that  the 
Council's  Planning  Committee  would  be  exploring  homeowner  incentives  for  landmarking  trees 
and  asked  that  if  this  tree  were  to  be  landmarked  that  the  owner  be  helped  with  the  care  of  the 
tree  as  she  moves  forward  with  her  renovation. 

VOTE:  6-4  (Motion  did  not  pass)  Without  Recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
Member  Cohen  motioned  to  approve  the  landmark  status  of  the  holly  (Ilex  altaclarensis) 
at  733  27th  Avenue,  second  by  Member  Blair.  (AYES:  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert, 
Miller,  Sherk,  and  Quirke  NOES:  Chair  Milne,  Members  Boss,  Costello,  and  Sustarich) 
(Absent:  Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano) 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  Council  will  send  a  letter  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  advising  them 
that  the  Council  did  not  landmark  the  tree  nor  did  it  turn  it  down,  and  the  Supervisors  will  have 
the  final  decision  on  determining  landmark  status. 

Member  Miller  left  the  meeting  at  this  time. 

California  buckeye  (Aesculus  californica)  at  730  28th  Avenue 

Landmark  Tree  Committee  Chair  Boss  stated  that  at  the  February  13  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  meeting  the  Committee  voted  to  approve  landmark  tree  status  as  explained  in  the 
Explanatory  Document  Written  Summary  above. 

Property  Owner  Comment:  Ms.  Valerie  Louie,  property  owner,  spoke  of  her  enthusiasm  for 
owning  a  landmark  quality  tree  and  her  plan  to  provide  future  care.  It  was  stated  that  the 
previous  owner  was  a  renowned  botanist  that  wrote  several  books.  Ms.  Louie  expressed  her 
support  for  planting  additional  trees  in  the  neighborhood. 
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Public  Comment:  Mr.  Roy  Leggitt  spoke  in  support  of  landmarking  the  California  buckeye  tree 
and  stated  that  landmarking  is  important  to  consider  in  light  of  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  that  protects  indigenous  species  such  as  the  buckeye,  which  is  part  of  a  natural  eco 
system. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Jean  Barish  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status  as  the  tree  contributes 
to  the  beauty  of  the  urban  forest  that  is  visible  from  the  neighboring  community. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Cheryl  Schultz  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status  and  stated  that  a 
famous  botanist,  Ms.  Gladys  Lucille  Smith,  lived  in  the  house  for  over  50  years.  A  picture  was 
shown  of  one  of  Ms.  Smith's  slides  donated  to  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  of  a  buckeye 
that  Ms.  Schultz  believes  to  be  that  of  the  subject  tree. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Doug  Schultz  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status  and  stated  that  the  tree 
is  rare,  beautiful,  magnificent  when  in  bloom,  and  contributes  to  the  neighborhood. 

Members  Cohen  and  Sustarich  recommended  that  the  holly  tree  be  pruned  appropriately  so  as 
not  to  harm  the  California  buckeye.  Member  Blair  recommended  that  the  Council  look  at  the 
California  buckeye  and  California  bay  between  Willard  and  McAllister  that  are  in  close  proximity 
to  each  other  and  are  doing  fine.  Member  Sherk  advised  that  California  buckeyes'  normal 
habitat  is  to  grow  in  close  proximity  to  many  other  species  of  trees. 

Vote:  9-0  Recommend  Landmark  Tree  Status 

Member  Boss  recommended  the  California  buckeye  (Aesculus  californica)  at  730  28th 
Avenue  for  landmark  tree  status,  second  by  Member  Blair.  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice- 
Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Costello,  Habert,  Sherk  and  Sustarich;  NOES: 
None)  (Absent:  Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano) 

New  Zealand  Christmas  Tree  (Metrosideros  excelsus)  in  front  of  1221  Stanyan  Street 

Landmark  Committee  Chair  Boss  stated  that  at  the  February  13,  2007  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  meeting,  the  Committee  voted  unanimously  to  approve  landmark  tree  status  for  the 
subject  tree  as  noted  in  the  Explanatory  Document  Written  Summary  above.  It  was  stated  that 
the  last  point  on  the  Written  Summary  was  noted  in  error. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Keith  Zygeis  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  indicated  that  the  property  owner  that  fronts  the  tree  had  been 
notified  of  the  nomination,  but  has  not  responded.  It  was  stated  that  the  tree  is  a  street  tree. 

VOTE:  8-0  Recommend  Landmark  Tree  Status 

Member  Boss  motioned  to  recommend  landmark  tree  status  for  the  New  Zealand 
Christmas  Tree  (Metrosideros  excelsus)  in  front  of  1221  Stanyan  Street,  second  by 
Member  Habert.  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Boss,  Cohen,  Costello, 
Habert,  Sherk  and  Sustarich;  NOES:  None)  (Absent:  Members  Blair,  Griswold,  Marks, 
Miller,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano) 
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5.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  The  Council  considered  and  voted  on  a  revised  evaluation 
form  for  trees  that  have  been  nominated  for  landmark  status.  (Explanatory  Document: 

Evaluation  form  February  2007  (Word)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/ltem5LTCevaluationform.doc) 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Member  Mike  Boss 

Member  Boss  stated  that  the  original  Evaluation  Form  was  not  in  agreement  with  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council  Criteria  for  Landmark  Tree  Evaluation.  It  was  stated  that  the  revised  form 
is  only  an  effort  to  make  the  evaluation  forms  mimic  the  items  and  language  of  the  criteria. 
Member  Boss  stated  that  not  all  criteria  can  be  filled  out  by  evaluators  at  the  time  of  the  site 
visit.  It  was  advised  that  the  Landmark  Tree  evaluation  criteria  will  be  reviewed  at  a  future 
Landmark  Tree  Committee  meeting  and  the  evaluation  form  would  be  changed  again  as  a 
result. 

Member  Cohen  recommended  that  language  reflect  arboriculture  language  and  made 
recommendations  on  the  age  and  historical  categories.  Member  Costello  recommended 
that  the  age  category  be  used  for  entering  approximate  age  instead  of  condition.  Member 
Blair  recommended  additional  considerations  for  the  rare  category. 

VOTE:  Revised  Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  Approved  (9-0)  (6  Absent) 
Upon  Motion  by  Member  Costello  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  the  Revised 
Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  was  approved  with  the  stipulation  that  the  form 
would  be  reviewed  again  at  a  future  meeting  date  and  presented  back  to  the  Council 
for  approval.  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen, 
Costello,  Habert,  Sherk,  and  Sustarich;  NOES:  None)  (Absent:  Members  Griswold, 
Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano) 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  POSSIBLE  ACTION:  Discussion  of  proposed  amendments  to  the 
Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  being  planned  by  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  Office  and  discussion 
and  possible  action  on  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  recommendations.  (Explanatory 
Document:  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  Recommendations  and  Landmark  Tree 

Ordinance  (PDF)  http7/www.sfqov  orq/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances06/o0017-06  pdf,  Draft  Resolution 

(Word)  http://web1  ■sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/item6DCAResAmendmentsLandmarkTree.doc  and  Deputy  City 
Attorney  Memo  http://web1  sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ltern6DCAMemo.doc. 

Urban  Forestry  Council  Chair  Milne  advised  the  Council  that  a  meeting  was  held  with 
Supervisor  McGoldrick,  Deputy  City  Attorneys  Malamut  and  Gessner,  and  himself  to 
discuss  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  plan  to  propose  amendments  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
Rules  of  Order  and  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  as  follows: 

Amend  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Rules  of  Order: 

•    Urban  Forestry  Council's  Resolution  to  amend  the  Rules  of  Order  to  provide  that 
approved  landmark  tree  nominations  automatically  would  be  calendared  for  hearing 
before  the  appropriate  committee  of  the  Board  after  a  recommendation  is  received  from 
the  Urban  Forestry  Council. 
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Amend  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance: 

•  Introduction  of  a  landmark  tree  be  by  a  Board  of  Supervisors  motion  of  intent  to 
nominate  as  opposed  to  a  resolution  in  order  to  forward  the  tree  to  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  for  a  hearing  in  a  more-timely  manner. 

•  A  Board  of  Supervisors  designation  of  a  tree  to  a  landmark  is  done  by  an  Ordinance  and 
the  180-day  temporary  landmark  tree  designation  shall  be  extended  an  additional  40 
days  to  cover  the  ten  days  that  the  Mayor  has  to  sign  or  veto  the  ordinance  as  well  as 
the  30  days  following  the  Mayor's  signature  until  the  ordinance  takes  effect. 

•  Set  forth  specific  notice  requirements  on  potential  landmarks  for  affected  property 
owners. 

Vice  Chair  Quirke  explained  that  the  Resolution  that  the  Council  would  be  voting  on  also 
includes  a  request  that  Department  Heads  and  Property  Owners  who  nominate  a  tree  have 
the  same  landmark  tree  protection  as  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Member  Costello  left  the  meeting  at  this  time. 

Members  Blair  and  Cohen  recommended  a  future  amendment  that  if  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  does  not  act  on  an  approved  nomination  within  the  designated  protection 
period,  that  the  tree  would  be  automatically  landmarked.  Member  Sherk  asked  that 
incentives  for  landmarking  trees  be  discussed  in  future  amendments.  Chair  Milne  stated  that 
this  Resolution  would  not  preclude  future  amendments  to  the  Ordinance. 

VOTE:  Approved  (8-0)  (7  Absent) 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  motioned  to  approve  the  Resolution,  second  by  Member  Cohen. 
(AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Habert,  Sherk 
and  Sustarich;  NOES:  None)  (Absent:  Members  Costello,  Griswold,  Marks,  Miller, 
Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano) 

7.  INFORMATION:  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Ms.  Ma  provided  updates  on 
UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  funding,  planning,  research, 
outreach,  and  related  activities. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  going 
through  the  2007-08  budget  approval  process,  which  will  be  discussed  at  the  next  Funding 
Committee  Meeting.  Chair  Milne  and  Ms.  Ma  are  reviewing  long  term  funding  strategies  for 
urban  forestry  in  San  Francisco,  and  a  meeting  was  held  with  Mr.  Dan  Sider,  Greening 
Director.  It  was  reported  that  the  Planning  Department  is  coordinating  a  series  of  meetings 
for  the  Better  Streets  Program,  and  Ms.  Ma  will  be  meeting  with  the  Planning  Department  to 
discuss  how  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Better  Streets  Plan. 
Member  Rodgers  has  been  reassigned  within  the  Planning  Department  and  a  new  Planning 
Department  representative  will  be  assigned  to  the  Council.  It  was  reported  that  Supervisor 
Dufty  would  sponsor  the  nomination  of  the  Coast  Live  Oak  at  Rosemont  Place  that  was 
approved  by  the  Council.  Ms.  Ma  reported  on  pending  nominations  by  Supervisor  Dufty  for 
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seven  trees  at  3184  Market  Street  and  a  Coast  Live  Oak  at  23rd  Avenue.  Ms.  Ma 
announced  that  Arbor  Day  is  March  10  and  four  events  are  being  held. 

8.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

•    Funding  Committee  -  Chair 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  March  6,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 
Chair  Milne  reported  that  Ms.  Ma  had  reported  on  Funding  Committee  activities 
in  the  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Report. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee,  Chair,  Paul  Sacamano 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  March  15,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 
Planning  Committee  Member  Quirke  reported  that  Member  Boss  had  presented 
a  letter  to  the  Planning  Committee  on  his  recommendations  for  additional 
amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  that  is  included  in  the  meeting 
packet. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  March  13,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 
Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  criteria  would  be  reviewed  at  the  next  meeting. 
Member  Boss  stated  there  was  nothing  additional  to  report.  Chair  Milne  asked 
whether  the  fig  tree  would  be  nominated  at  the  next  Landmark  Tree  Committee 
meeting  on  March  13.  Ms.  Ma  indicated  that  the  due  date  for  scheduling  agenda 
items  was  on  February  26. 

9.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Chair  Milne 
announced  the  kick-off  for  Arbor  Day  on  March  7,  11:00  a.m.,  located  on  Precita  and  Army 
Street.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  is  planning  to  plant  a  ceremonial  tree.  Council 
Members  were  invited  to  attend. 

10.  INFORMATION:  New  Business.  There  was  no  new  business  discussed  at  this  time. 

1 1 .  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public 
comment  at  this  time. 

12.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  8:27  p.m. 


The  next  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Friday,  March  23,  2007  at 
10:00  a.m.  in  Room  400,  City  Hall.  

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 


Adopted: 


GAVIN  NEWSOM,  MAYOR 
JARED  BLUMENFELD,  DIRECTOR 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 

APPROVED  MINUTES 

Tuesday,  February  27,  2007  at  5:30  p.m. 
City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


CALL  TO  ORDER.  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:40  p.m. 

ROLL  CALL.  Present:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke  (5:42  p.m.),  Members  Blair,  Boss, 
Cohen,  Costello,  Habert,  Sherk  (5:42  p.m.),  Miller,  and  Sustarich.  Excused:  Members 
Griswold,  Marks,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano. 


ACTION:  Adoption  of  minutes  of  the  January  26,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Boss  and  second  by  Member  Sustarich,  the  January  26, 
2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen, 
Costello,  Habert,  Miller  and  Sustarich;  Absent:  Vice-Chair  Quirke  and  Members  Griswold. 
Marks,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sherk  and  Sacamano)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes 

Of  the  January  26,  2007  Regular  Meeting  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=54874. ) 

DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  heard  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  recommendations  for  trees  nominated  for  landmark  tree  status  at  the  following 
addresses: 


holly  (Ilex  altaclarensis)  at  733  27th  Avenue  (Explanatory  Document:  Board  of 
Supervisors  Resolution  of  Intent  to  Nominate  (PDF) 

http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/BOSresolution_0012-07.pdf),  Nomination  Form  (Word) 
http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/Nomination_holly_73327thave.doc,  Support 
Documentation  (PDF) 

http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/Supportdocs_holly_73327thAve.PDF,  Staff  Evaluation 
Form  http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/EvaluationhollyGMa.doc,  Petition  (PDF) 

http://web1  .sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/hollv  petition.PDF.  PhotOS  (Word) 
http://web  1 .  sfgov.  ora/site/uoloadedfiles/ltem4Hollv  colorphotos.  doc. 

California  buckeye  (Aesculus  californica)  at  730  28th  Avenue  (Explanatory  Document: 
Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  of  Intent  to  Nominate  (PDF) 
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http://sfgov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/BOSresolution  0013-07.pdf),  Nomination  Form 

http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/Nomination  CAbuckeve  73028thAve.doc,  Support  Documentation  (PDF) 
http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/SupportdocsCAbuckeye73028thAve.PDF.  Petition  (PDF) 
http://web1  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/CAbuckeye  petition.PDF.  Photo 
http://web1  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ltem4CAbuckeye  colorphotos.doc. 

New  Zealand  Christmas  Tree  (Metrosideros  excelsus)  in  front  of  1221  Stanyan  Street 
(Department  of  the  Environment  Nomination  Form  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/SFENomnztree1221Stanyan.pdf)  and  Photo  (PDF) 
http://sfgov.Org/site/uploadedfiles/1 221  StanyanPhoto.pdf ,  (Word) 
http://web1.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ltem4Holly  colorphotos.doc. 

Other  Explanatory  Documents:  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Evaluation  Forms  (PDF) 

http://web1  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/MSustarichEvalForms.pdf, 
http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/MBossEval730  28thAve.pdf, 
http://web1  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/MBossEval733  27thAve.pdf, 

http://web1.sfgov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/MBossEval1221Stanyan.pdf,  and  Written  Summaries  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/1221StanvanWrittenSummarv(1).doc, 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/73028thAveWrittenSummary(1).doc, 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/73327thAveWrittenSummary(1).doc. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion,  the  Council  voted  on  whether  to  approve,  reject,  or  not  take 
action  on  the  nominations  and  shall  adopt  written  findings  to  support  its  decision  (if  required)  to 
forward  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Chair  Milne  explained  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  process  for  reaching  a  decision  on  each  of 
the  nominated  trees.  It  was  stated  that  there  would  be  a  staff  report,  Landmark  Tree  Committee 
report,  owner  and  adjacent  property  owner  testimony,  public  comment,  and  discussion  and  vote 
by  the  Council,  who  then  forwards  their  recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as 
required.  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Chair  Boss  indicated  that  it  is  the  Committee's  job  to 
determine  if  the  nominated  tree  merits  landmark  status  based  on  how  well  it  meets  specific  pre- 
determined criteria.  It  was  explained  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  does  not  handle 
property  rights  and  disputes. 

holly  (Ilex  altaclarensis)  at  733  27th  Avenue 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  stated  that  the  official  nominator  of  the  tree  at  733  27,h  Avenue  is 
Supervisor  McGoldrick  and  showed  photos  of  the  holly  tree.  Ms.  Ma's  evaluation  form  is 
included  in  the  meeting  packet. 

Landmark  Tree  Committee  Chair  Boss  advised  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  at  their 
February  13  meeting  voted  to  recommend  against  landmark  tree  status  as  they  felt  it  did  not 
meet  enough  of  the  significant  criteria.  Testimony  was  received  at  the  Committee  meeting  from 
the  property  owner  who  spoke  neither  for  nor  against  landmark  tree  status.  Chair  Boss  stated 
the  Committee's  reasons  for  not  granting  landmark  tree  status  as  reflected  in  the  Explanatory 
Document  Written  Summary  above 

Property  Owner  Comment:  Ms.  Laurie  Quach  stated  that  her  intention  is  to  expand  her 
property,  not  to  harm  the  tree.  Ms.  Quach  asked  that  the  tree  not  become  a  reason  to  obstruct 
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property  expansion  or  a  cause  for  disputes.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  accuracy  of  the  age 
of  the  tree.  Ms.  Gina  Quach  and  Ms.  Sharon  Quach  asked  that  the  Council  not  support  the 
landmarking  of  the  tree.  Ms.  Laurie  Quach  spoke  of  her  concern  of  costs  for  maintaining  a  tree 
with  landmark  status,  and  asked  the  Council  if  they  could  provide  advise  during  renovation. 

Adjacent  Property  Owner  Comment:  Mr.  Doug  Schultz,  729  27th  Avenue,  spoke  of 
neighborhood  support  of  landmark  status  for  the  holly  tree  and  the  petition  that  was  submitted. 
Mr.  Schultz  stated  that  he  was  not  notified  of  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  meeting  until  the 
day  of  the  meeting,  and  asked  that  this  issue  be  brought  back  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee 
in  order  to  have  a  fair  hearing.  A  discussion  was  held  about  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  how  the 
nomination  meets  those  objectives  and  noted  the  historical  significance  of  the  tree.  Mr.  Schultz 
advised  that  trees  had  been  cut  down  on  the  property  without  notice,  and  showed  pictures  from 
various  viewpoints. 

Chair  Milne  explained  that  the  Committee  is  a  way  to  have  members  survey  and  evaluate  the 
tree  and  report  to  the  Council.  It  was  stated  that  the  Council  is  having  a  full  hearing  today  in 
order  to  hear  testimony,  and  there  is  no  procedure  to  send  issues  back  to  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee.  It  was  explained  that  agendas  are  sent  to  nominators  and  owners  listed  on  the 
nomination  forms,  and  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Schultz's  name  did  not  appear  on  the  nomination  form. 
A  discussion  is  currently  being  held  on  amending  the  Ordinance  to  revise  notice  requirements  in 
the  future. 

Adjacent  Property  Owner  Comment:  Ms.  Valerie  Louie,  730  28th  Avenue,  spoke  in  support  of 
landmark  tree  nomination  and  expressed  her  concern  with  San  Francisco  not  maintaining  its 
greenness.  Ms.  Louie  discussed  her  effort  in  obtaining  signatures  for  the  neighborhood  petition 
and  spoke  of  neighborhood  support  for  landmark  status. 

Adjacent  Property  Owner  Comment:  Ms.  Cheryl  Schultz,  729  27th  Avenue,  showed  pictures  of 
the  tree  from  various  neighborhood  viewpoints.  A  packet  of  historical  information  was  submitted 
on  the  homes  in  the  neighborhood.  Ms.  Schultz  spoke  of  reasons  for  retaining  the  tree,  e.g.  the 
rarity  of  holly  trees  in  San  Francisco,  natural  privacy  screen,  wind  barrier,  pollution  control,  and 
cultural  and  historical  value. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Roy  Leggitt,  Consulting  Arborist,  spoke  on  the  importance  of  holly  as  a 
cultural  plant.  The  Council  was  asked  to  examine  a  piece  of  wood  and  an  explanation  given  on 
how  growth  rings  could  be  counted  to  determine  an  approximate  age  and  how  environmental 
factors  could  influence  the  determination.  Mr.  Leggitt  stated  that  assumptions  could  not  be 
made  that  the  tree  is  40  years  old;  it  could  be  older  and  feels  that  it  is  from  the  same  period  of 
significance  as  the  architecture  and  cultural  history  of  the  neighborhood. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Jean  Barish,  neighbor,  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status  for  the  holly 
tree  noting  specific  qualifying  criteria,  e.g.  rarity,  age,  neighborhood  appreciation,  and  protection 
against  erosion.  Ms.  Barish  spoke  of  her  work  in  the  neighborhood  planting  trees  in  an  effort  to 
green  the  neighborhood.  The  Council  was  asked  to  preserve  the  neighborhood  urban  forest  by 
landmarking  this  tree.  Ms.  Barish  advised  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  instructed  the 
owners  not  to  cut  down  trees  and  they  were  cut  down  anyway. 
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Public  Comment:  Chair  Milne  read  a  statement  for  Ms.  Eleanor  Robinson,  neighbor,  in  support 
of  landmark  status  for  the  holly  and  buckeye  trees  on  27th  Avenue.  It  was  indicated  that  Ms. 
Robinson  was  concerned  that  trees  in  the  neighborhood  should  be  protected  from  possible 
destruction,  and  the  holly  and  buckeye  trees  are  not  only  visually  attractive,  but  provide  habitat 
for  creatures  and  maintain  the  current  quality  of  life  in  the  neighborhood. 

Member  Boss  discussed  the  scale  infestation  that  was  seen  on  the  tree  and  further  discussion 
was  held  on  determining  the  age  of  the  tree.  Mr.  Leggitt  stated  that  treating  the  scale  infestation 
would  not  present  a  problem  and  discussed  methods  for  determining  the  approximate  age  of  a 
tree.  Member  Cohen  stated  that  property  owners  should  be  honored  to  have  a  landmark  tree 
on  their  property.  Member  Boss  stated  that  the  holly  would  be  an  ideal  candidate  for  a 
significant  tree  if  that  were  an  option. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  asked  about  the  Department  of  Public  Works  Report  that  Ms.  Barish  was 
referring  to.  Mr.  Schultz  explained  that  there  was  a  complaint  about  overgrowth  and  underbrush 
on  the  property  that  was  creating  a  habitat  for  rodents.  The  Department  of  Public  Health  asked 
the  property  owner  to  remove  the  brush  and  vines,  but  not  to  cut  down  any  trees.  It  was  stated 
that  the  area  was  cleaned,  but  the  trees  were  cut  down.  Ms.  Quach  explained  that  it  was 
determined  that  other  fruit  trees  in  the  neighborhood  also  contributed  to  the  rodent  problem. 
Vice-Chair  Quirke  discussed  the  ongoing  need  to  improve  the  landmark  process. 

Member  Blair  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status.  Member  Sherk  advised  Ms.  Quach  that  the 
Council's  Planning  Committee  would  be  exploring  homeowner  incentives  for  landmarking  trees 
and  asked  that  if  this  tree  were  to  be  landmarked  that  the  owner  be  helped  with  the  care  of  the 
tree  as  she  moves  forward  with  her  renovation. 

VOTE:  6-4  (Motion  did  not  pass)  Without  Recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
Member  Cohen  motioned  to  approve  the  landmark  status  of  the  holly  (Ilex  altaclarensis) 
at  733  27th  Avenue,  second  by  Member  Blair.  (AYES:  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert, 
Miller,  Sherk,  and  Quirke  NOES:  Chair  Milne,  Members  Boss,  Costello,  and  Sustarich) 
(Absent:  Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano) 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  Council  will  send  a  letter  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  advising  them 
that  the  Council  did  not  landmark  the  tree  nor  did  it  turn  it  down,  and  the  Supervisors  will  have 
the  final  decision  on  determining  landmark  status. 

Member  Miller  left  the  meeting  at  this  time. 

California  buckeye  {Aesculus  californica)  at  730  28th  Avenue 

Landmark  Tree  Committee  Chair  Boss  stated  that  at  the  February  13  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  meeting  the  Committee  voted  to  approve  landmark  tree  status  as  explained  in  the 
Explanatory  Document  Written  Summary  above. 

Property  Owner  Comment:  Ms.  Valerie  Louie,  property  owner,  spoke  of  her  enthusiasm  for 
owning  a  landmark  quality  tree  and  her  plan  to  provide  future  care.  It  was  stated  that  the 
previous  owner  was  a  renowned  botanist  that  wrote  several  books.  Ms.  Louie  expressed  her 
support  for  planting  additional  trees  in  the  neighborhood. 
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Public  Comment:  Mr.  Roy  Leggitt  spoke  in  support  of  landmarking  the  California  buckeye  tree 
and  stated  that  landmarking  is  important  to  consider  in  light  of  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  that  protects  indigenous  species  such  as  the  buckeye,  which  is  part  of  a  natural  eco 
system. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Jean  Barish  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status  as  the  tree  contributes 
to  the  beauty  of  the  urban  forest  that  is  visible  from  the  neighboring  community. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Cheryl  Schultz  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status  and  stated  that  a 
famous  botanist,  Ms.  Gladys  Lucille  Smith,  lived  in  the  house  for  over  50  years.  A  picture  was 
shown  of  one  of  Ms.  Smith's  slides  donated  to  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  of  a  buckeye 
that  Ms.  Schultz  believes  to  be  that  of  the  subject  tree. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Doug  Schultz  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status  and  stated  that  the  tree 
is  rare,  beautiful,  magnificent  when  in  bloom,  and  contributes  to  the  neighborhood. 

Members  Cohen  and  Sustarich  recommended  that  the  holly  tree  be  pruned  appropriately  so  as 
not  to  harm  the  California  buckeye.  Member  Blair  recommended  that  the  Council  look  at  the 
California  buckeye  and  California  bay  between  Willard  and  McAllister  that  are  in  close  proximity 
to  each  other  and  are  doing  fine.  Member  Sherk  advised  that  California  buckeyes'  normal 
habitat  is  to  grow  in  close  proximity  to  many  other  species  of  trees. 

Vote:  9-0  Recommend  Landmark  Tree  Status 

Member  Boss  recommended  the  California  buckeye  (Aesculus  californica)  at  730  28th 
Avenue  for  landmark  tree  status,  second  by  Member  Blair.  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice- 
Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Costello,  Habert,  Sherk  and  Sustarich;  NOES: 
None)  (Absent:  Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Rcdgers,  and  Sacamano) 

New  Zealand  Christmas  Tree  (Metrosideros  excelsus)  in  front  of  1221  Stanyan  Street 

Landmark  Committee  Chair  Boss  stated  that  at  the  February  13,  2007  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  meeting,  the  Committee  voted  unanimously  to  approve  landmark  tree  status  for  the 
subject  tree  as  noted  in  the  Explanatory  Document  Written  Summary  above.  It  was  stated  that 
the  last  point  on  the  Written  Summary  was  noted  in  error. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Keith  Zygeis  spoke  in  support  of  landmark  status. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  indicated  that  the  property  owner  that  fronts  the  tree  had  been 
notified  of  the  nomination,  but  has  not  responded.  It  was  stated  that  the  tree  is  a  street  tree. 

VOTE:  8-0  Recommend  Landmark  Tree  Status 

Member  Boss  motioned  to  recommend  landmark  tree  status  for  the  New  Zealand 
Christmas  Tree  (Metrosideros  excelsus)  in  front  of  1221  Stanyan  Street,  second  by 
Member  Habert.  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Boss,  Cohen,  Costello, 
Habert,  Sherk  and  Sustarich;  NOES:  None)  (Absent:  Members  Blair,  Griswold,  Marks, 
Miller,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano) 
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5.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  The  Council  considered  and  voted  on  a  revised  evaluation 
form  for  trees  that  have  been  nominated  for  landmark  status.  (Explanatory  Document: 

Evaluation  form  February  2007  (Word)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/ltem5LTCevaluationform.doc) 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Member  Mike  Boss 

Member  Boss  stated  that  the  original  Evaluation  Form  was  not  in  agreement  with  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council  Criteria  for  Landmark  Tree  Evaluation.  It  was  stated  that  the  revised  form 
is  only  an  effort  to  make  the  evaluation  forms  mimic  the  items  and  language  of  the  criteria. 
Member  Boss  stated  that  not  all  criteria  can  be  filled  out  by  evaluators  at  the  time  of  the  site 
visit.  It  was  advised  that  the  Landmark  Tree  evaluation  criteria  will  be  reviewed  at  a  future 
Landmark  Tree  Committee  meeting  and  the  evaluation  form  would  be  changed  again  as  a 
result. 

Member  Cohen  recommended  that  language  reflect  arboriculture  language  and  made 
recommendations  on  the  age  and  historical  categories.  Member  Costello  recommended 
that  the  age  category  be  used  for  entering  approximate  age  instead  of  condition.  Member 
Blair  recommended  additional  considerations  for  the  rare  category. 

VOTE:  Revised  Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  Approved  (9-0)  (6  Absent) 
Upon  Motion  by  Member  Costello  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  the  Revised 
Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  was  approved  with  the  stipulation  that  the  form 
would  be  reviewed  again  at  a  future  meeting  date  and  presented  back  to  the  Council 
for  approval.  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen, 
Costello,  Habert,  Sherk,  and  Sustarich;  NOES:  None)  (Absent:  Members  Griswold, 
Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano) 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  POSSIBLE  ACTION:  Discussion  of  proposed  amendments  to  the 
Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  being  planned  by  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  Office  and  discussion 
and  possible  action  on  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  recommendations.  (Explanatory 
Document:  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  Recommendations  and  Landmark  Tree 

Ordinance  (PDF)  http://www.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances06/o0017-06.pdf.  Draft  Resolution 
(Word)  http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ltem6DCAResAmendmentsLandmarkTree.doc  and  Deputy  City 
Attorney  Memo  http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ltem6DCAMemo.doc. 

Urban  Forestry  Council  Chair  Milne  advised  the  Council  that  a  meeting  was  held  with 
Supervisor  McGoldrick,  Deputy  City  Attorneys  Malamut  and  Gessner,  and  himself  to 
discuss  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  plan  to  propose  amendments  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
Rules  of  Order  and  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  as  follows: 

Amend  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Rules  of  Order: 

•    Urban  Forestry  Council's  Resolution  to  amend  the  Rules  of  Order  to  provide  that 
approved  landmark  tree  nominations  automatically  would  be  calendared  for  hearing 
before  the  appropriate  committee  of  the  Board  after  a  recommendation  is  received  from 
the  Urban  Forestry  Council. 
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Amend  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance: 

•  Introduction  of  a  landmark  tree  be  by  a  Board  of  Supervisors  motion  of  intent  to 
nominate  as  opposed  to  a  resolution  in  order  to  forward  the  tree  to  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  for  a  hearing  in  a  more-timely  manner. 

•  A  Board  of  Supervisors  designation  of  a  tree  to  a  landmark  is  done  by  an  Ordinance  and 
the  180-day  temporary  landmark  tree  designation  shall  be  extended  an  additional  40 
days  to  cover  the  ten  days  that  the  Mayor  has  to  sign  or  veto  the  ordinance  as  well  as 
the  30  days  following  the  Mayor's  signature  until  the  ordinance  takes  effect. 

•  Set  forth  specific  notice  requirements  on  potential  landmarks  for  affected  property 
owners. 

Vice  Chair  Quirke  explained  that  the  Resolution  that  the  Council  would  be  voting  on  also 
includes  a  request  that  Department  Heads  and  Property  Owners  who  nominate  a  tree  have 
the  same  landmark  tree  protection  as  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Member  Costello  left  the  meeting  at  this  time. 

Members  Blair  and  Cohen  recommended  a  future  amendment  that  if  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  does  not  act  on  an  approved  nomination  within  the  designated  protection 
period,  that  the  tree  would  be  automatically  landmarked.  Member  Sherk  asked  that 
incentives  for  landmarking  trees  be  discussed  in  future  amendments.  Chair  Milne  stated  that 
this  Resolution  would  not  preclude  future  amendments  to  the  Ordinance. 

VOTE:  Approved  (8-0)  (7  Absent) 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  motioned  to  approve  the  Resolution,  second  by  Member  Cohen. 
(AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Habert,  Sherk 
and  Sustarich;  NOES:  None)  (Absent:  Members  Costello,  Griswold,  Marks,  Miller, 
Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano) 

7.  INFORMATION:  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Ms.  Ma  provided  updates  on 
UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  funding,  planning,  research, 
outreach,  and  related  activities. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  going 
through  the  2007-08  budget  approval  process,  which  will  be  discussed  at  the  next  Funding 
Committee  Meeting.  Chair  Milne  and  Ms.  Ma  are  reviewing  long  term  funding  strategies  for 
urban  forestry  in  San  Francisco,  and  a  meeting  was  held  with  Mr.  Dan  Sider,  Greening 
Director.  It  was  reported  that  the  Planning  Department  is  coordinating  a  series  of  meetings 
for  the  Better  Streets  Program,  and  Ms.  Ma  will  be  meeting  with  the  Planning  Department  to 
discuss  how  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Better  Streets  Plan 
Member  Rodgers  has  been  reassigned  within  the  Planning  Department  and  a  new  Planning 
Department  representative  will  be  assigned  to  the  Council.  It  was  reported  that  Supervisor 
Dufty  would  sponsor  the  nomination  of  the  Coast  Live  Oak  at  Rosemont  Place  that  was 
approved  by  the  Council.  Ms.  Ma  reported  on  pending  nominations  by  Supervisor  Dufty  for 
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seven  trees  at  3184  Market  Street  and  a  Coast  Live  Oak  at  23  Avenue.  Ms.  Ma 
announced  that  Arbor  Day  is  March  10  and  four  events  are  being  held. 

8.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

•    Funding  Committee  -  Chair 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  March  6,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 
Chair  Milne  reported  that  Ms.  Ma  had  reported  on  Funding  Committee  activities 
in  the  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Report. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee,  Chair,  Paul  Sacamano 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  March  15,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 
Planning  Committee  Member  Quirke  reported  that  Member  Boss  had  presented 
a  letter  to  the  Planning  Committee  on  his  recommendations  for  additional 
amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  that  is  included  in  the  meeting 
packet. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  March  13,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 
Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  criteria  would  be  reviewed  at  the  next  meeting. 
Member  Boss  stated  there  was  nothing  additional  to  report.  Chair  Milne  asked 
whether  the  fig  tree  would  be  nominated  at  the  next  Landmark  Tree  Committee 
meeting  on  March  13.  Ms.  Ma  indicated  that  the  due  date  for  scheduling  agenda 
items  was  on  February  26. 

9.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Chair  Milne 
announced  the  kick-off  for  Arbor  Day  on  March  7,  1 1:00  a.m.,  located  on  Precita  and  Army 
Street.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  is  planning  to  plant  a  ceremonial  tree.  Council 
Members  were  invited  to  attend. 

10.  INFORMATION:  New  Business.  There  was  no  new  business  discussed  at  this  time. 

11.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public 
comment  at  this  time. 

12.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  8:27  p.m. 


The  next  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Friday,  March  23,  2007  at 
10:00  a.m.  in  Room  400,  City  Hall.  

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 


Adopted:  March  23,  2007 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-03-UFC  RESOLUTION  NO.  003-07-UFC 


February  27,  2007 

1  [Urban  Forestry  Council's  Support  of  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  Plan  to  Propose  Amendments 
to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Rules  of  Order  and  Article  16  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works 

2  Code,  Section  810,  Landmark  Trees  and  Recommendation  for  an  Additional  Amendment] 

3 

4  Resolution  supporting  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  plan  to  propose  amendments  to  the 

5  Board  of  Supervisors  Rules  of  Order  and  Article  16  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works 

6  Code,  Section  810,  Landmark  Trees,  and  proposing  an  additional  amendment. 

7 

8  WHEREAS,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  at  its  February  27,  2007  meeting  discussed 

9  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  plan  to  propose  an  amendment  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors'  Rules  of 

10  Order  and  amendments  to  Article  16  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Code,  Section  810, 

1 1  Landmark  Trees  as  presented  in  a  City  Attorney's  Office  Memorandum  dated  February  22, 

12  2007  (attached);  and 

13  WHEREAS,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  supports  and  commends  Supervisor 

14  McGoldrick's  planned  proposed  amendments;  and 

15  WHEREAS,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  proposes  an  additional  amendment  to  the 

16  Urban  Forestry  Ordinance  to  ensure  that  trees  nominated  by  Department  Heads  and  Property 

17  Owners, be  granted  the  same  protection  provided  under  Section  810  (d)  Temporary 

18  Designation  of  Landmark  Tree  Status  to  trees  nominated  by  other  authorized  nominators; 

1 9  now,  therefore,  be  it 

20  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  supports  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  plan 

21  to  propose  amendments  to  Article  16  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Code,  Section 

22  810, and  urges  Supervisor  McGoldrick  to  consider  an  additional  amendment  to  grant  the  same 

23  temporary  protection  to  all  nominated  trees  regardless  of  the  identity  of  the  nominator. 

24  // 
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I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Regular 
1       Meeting  on  February  27,  2007. 


3      Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
4 

5      VOTE:  Approved  (8-0) 
6 

Ayes:    Council  Members  Milne,  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Habert,  Quirke,  Sherk,  and  Sustarich. 
Noes:  None 

o 

Absent:  Council  Members  Costello,  Griswold,  Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Office  of  the  City  Attorney 


Dennis  J.  Herrera 
City  Attorney 


DIRECT  DIAL:  (415)  554-4762 
E-MAIL:  francesca.gessner@sfgov.org 


Francesca  Gessner 
Deputy  City  Attorney 


MEMORANDUM 


RE: 


DATE: 


TO: 


FROM: 


Urban  Forestry  Council  Members 

Francesca  Gessner 
Deputy  City  Attorney 

February  22,  2007 

Sup.  McGoldrick's  Plan  to  Propose  Amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance 


On  February  20,  2007,  Terry  Milne,  Deputy  City  Attorney  John  Malamut,  and  I  met  with 
Supervisor  McGoldrick's  office  to  discuss  possible  legislative  changes  to  the  Landmark  Tree 
process  aimed  primarily  at  speeding  up  the  process  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors'  level.  At  Terry 
Milne's  request,  I  have  prepared  a  brief  summary  of  the  proposed  amendments  that  Supervisor 
McGoldrick  is  planning  to  introduce  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors: 

(1)  Motion  to  Amend  the  Board  of  Supervisors'  Rules  of  Order 

Supervisor  McGoldrick  plans  to  introduce  a  motion  to  amend  the  Board's  Rules  of  Order 
pursuant  to  Resolution  No.  002-07-UFC,  which  was  adopted  by  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 
("UFC")  at  its  January  26,  2007  meeting,  and  which  urges  the  Board  to  amend  its  Rules  of  Order 
to  provide  that  approved  landmark  tree  nominations  automatically  be  calendared  for  hearing 
before  the  appropriate  committee  of  the  Board.  This  amendment  would  speed  up  the  process  at 
the  Board  once  it  receives  a  recommendation  from  the  UFC. 

(2)  Proposed  Amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance 

Supervisor  McGoldrick  also  plans  to  propose  the  following  three  amendments  to  the 
Landmark  Tree  Ordinance: 

(a)  Amend  Section  810(b)(1)  to  ailow  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  nominate  a  tree  by 
adoption  of  a  motion  of  intent  to  nominate  a  tree,  as  opposed  to  by  adoption  of  a  resolution.  This 
amendment  would  speed  up  the  initial  nomination  process  so  as  to  get  the  tree  to  the  UFC  for  a 
hearing  in  a  more  timely  manner.  In  addition,  amend  Section  810(d)  so  that  the  1 80-day 
temporary  designation  begins  at  the  time  a  Supervisor  introduces  a  motion  of  intent  to  initiate  a 
nomination,  as  opposed  to  a  resolution. 

(b)  Amend  Section  810(b)(4)  to  specify  that  when  the  Board  of  Supervisors  designates  a 
tree  as  a  landmark,  it  shall  do  so  by  ordinance.  In  addition,  amend  Section  8 1 0(d)  so  that  upon 
the  Board's  passage  of  an  ordinance  designating  a  tree  as  a  landmark,  the  1 80-day  temporary 
designation  shall  be  automatically  extended  to  cover  the  10  days  that  the  Mayor  has  to  sign  (or 
veto)  the  ordinance,  as  well  as  the  30  days  following  the  Mayor's  signature  until  the  ordinance 
takes  effect  (thus  allowing  an  automatic  extension  of  up  to  40  days  total). 

(c)  Amend  the  Ordinance  to  set  forth  specific  notice  requirements  for  affected  property 
owners  regarding  the  date  of  the  hearings  before  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  and  the  UFC. 
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File  No.  R-2007-05-UFC  Resolution  No.  005-07-UFC 

February  27,  2007 

1  [Resolution  Endorsing  Landmark  Tree  Status  for  the  California  buckeye  at  730  -  28th 

2  Avenue] 

3  • 


4  WHEREAS,  Public  Works  Code,  Article  16,  Section  810  charges  the  Urban 

5  Forestry  Council  to  examine  nominated  landmark  trees  using  criteria  approved  by  the 

6  Board  of  Supervisors;  and, 

7  WHEREAS,  the  California  buckeye  {Aesculus  californica)  at  730  -  28th  Avenue 

8  fulfills  the  landmark  tree  criteria  that  includes: 

9  Rare:  The  tree  is  uncommon,  possibly  rare  in  San  Francisco. 

10  Size:  The  tree,  while  not  notably  large,  was  of  a  good  size  and  large  considering 

1 1  the  poor  sandy  soils  and  proximity  to  the  ocean  winds. 

12  Age:  The  tree  appeared  somewhat  advanced  in  age.  The  committee  notes  that 

13  the  well-respected  consulting  arborist,  Roy  Leggitt,  suggests  that  the  tree  could  be  over 

14  100  years  old. 

15  Historical  Association:  The  tree  may  have  historical  context  in  that  it  possibly 

16  predates  the  oldest  houses  built  in  the  area. 

n  Neighborhood  Appreciation:  The  tree  has  neighborhood  appreciation  as 

18  expressed  by  neighbors  and  the  property-owner's  nomination  of  the  tree.  There  is  a 

19  petition  with  over  60  names  in  support  of  this  tree. 

20  Character  Defining  Form:  The  tree  had  character-defining  form. 

21  Low  Tree  Density:  The  tree  was  in  a  relatively  low  tree  density  area,  though  part 

22  of  an  interdependent  small  cluster  of  trees  which  helped  define  the  character  of  the 

23  area. 

24  Wildlife  Habitat:  The  tree,  as  a  San  Francisco  native,  provided  wildlife  habitat; 

25  and, 

26  WHEREAS,  This  tree  provides  social,  environmental  and  economic  benefits  to 

27  the  property,  neighborhood  and  city;  now,  therefore  be  it 

28  RESOLVED,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  recommends  the  California  buckeye 

29  (Aesculus  californica)  at  730  -  28th  Avenue  for  landmark  status  to  the  Board  of 

30  Supervisors. 
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File  No.  R-2007-05-UFC 


Resolution  No.  005-07-UFC 


February  27,  2007 

I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Regular  Meeting  on 
February  27,  2007. 


Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

VOTE:  Landmark  Status  Approved  (9-0)  (6  Absent) 

Ayes:  Council  Members  Milne,  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Costello,  Habert,  Quirke,  Sherk,  and  Sustarich. 
Noes:  None 

Absent:  Council  Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sacamano 
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File  No.  R-2007-04-UFC  Resolution  No.  004-07-UFC 


February  27,  2007 

1  [Resolution  Endorsing  Landmark  Tree  Status  for  the  New  Zealand  Christmas  Tree  in 

2  front  of  1221  Stanyan  Street] 

3 

4  WHEREAS,  Public  Works  Code,  Article  16,  Section  810  charges  the  Urban 

5  Forestry  Council  to  examine  nominated  landmark  trees  using  criteria  approved  by  the 

6  Board  of  Supervisors;  and, 

7  WHEREAS,  the  New  Zealand  Christmas  Tree  (Metrosideros  excelsus)  in  front  of 

8  1221  Stanyan  Street  fulfills  the  landmark  tree  criteria  that  includes: 

9  Rare:  The  tree  is  exceedingly  rare  in  San  Francisco.  There  may  be  only  one  or 

10  two  other  yellow-flowered  forms  of  this  species  in  the  city. 

n  Size:  The  tree  was  significantly  large  with  at  DBH  of  24",  and  a  height  and 

12  canopy  with  each  approaching  30'. 

13  Age:  The  tree  appeared  to  be  significantly  old. 

14  Character  Defining  Form:  The  tree  had  character-defining  form. 

15  Tree  Condition:  The  tree  appeared  in  excellent  health. 

16  Historical  Association:  The  tree,  having  been  imported  and  planted  by  the  noted 

17  SF  horticulturist  Victor  Reiter,  has  significant  historical  value. 

18  Planting  Defines  Neighborhood  Character:  The  tree,  by  being  a  significant  large 

19  tree,  helps  define  the  character  of  the  tree-lined  street  on  which  it  resides. 

20  Prominent  Landscape  Feature:  The  tree  is  a  prominent  landscape  feature  and  is 

21  located  in  a  highly  visible  location  with  both  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic. 

22  Profiled  in  a  Publication  or  Other  Media:  The  tree  is  a  featured  tree  in  the  book, 

23  Trees  of  San  Francisco,  by  Mike  Sullivan. 

24  Neighborhood  Appreciation:  The  tree  has  neighborhood  and  city-wide 

25  appreciation  in  that  it  is  viewed  on  tree-tour  walks. 

26  Wildlife  Habitat:  The  tree  provides  habitat  for  birds. 

27  WHEREAS,  This  tree  provides  social,  environmental  and  economic  benefits  to 

28  the  property,  neighborhood  and  city;  now,  therefore  be  it 

29  RESOLVED,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  recommends  the  New  Zealand 

30  Christmas  Tree  (Metrosideros  excelsus)  at  1221  Stanyan  Street  for  landmark  status  to 

31  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
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February  27,  2007 

1  [Resolution  Endorsing  Landmark  Tree  Status  for  the  California  buckeye  at  730  -  28th 

2  Avenue] 

3 

4  WHEREAS,  Public  Works  Code,  Article  16,  Section  810  charges  the  Urban 

5  Forestry  Council  to  examine  nominated  landmark  trees  using  criteria  approved  by  the 

6  Board  of  Supervisors;  and, 

7  WHEREAS,  the  California  buckeye  (Aesculus  californica)  at  730  -  28th  Avenue 

8  fulfills  the  landmark  tree  criteria  that  includes: 

9  Rare:  The  tree  is  uncommon,  possibly  rare  in  San  Francisco. 

10  Size:  The  tree,  while  not  notably  large,  was  of  a  good  size  and  large  considering 

1 1  the  poor  sandy  soils  and  proximity  to  the  ocean  winds. 

12  Age:  The  tree  appeared  somewhat  advanced  in  age.  The  committee  notes  that 

13  the  well-respected  consulting  arborist,  Roy  Leggitt,  suggests  that  the  tree  could  be  over 

14  100  years  old. 

15  Historical  Association:  The  tree  may  have  historical  context  in  that  it  possibly 

16  predates  the  oldest  houses  built  in  the  area. 

n  Neighborhood  Appreciation:  The  tree  has  neighborhood  appreciation  as 

18  expressed  by  neighbors  and  the  property-owner's  nomination  of  the  tree.  There  is  a 

19  petition  with  over  60  names  in  support  of  this  tree. 

20  Character  Defining  Form:  The  tree  had  character-defining  form. 

21  Low  Tree  Density:  The  tree  was  in  a  relatively  low  tree  density  area,  though  part 

22  of  an  interdependent  small  cluster  of  trees  which  helped  define  the  character  of  the 

23  area. 

24  Wildlife  Habitat:  The  tree,  as  a  San  Francisco  native,  provided  wildlife  habitat; 

25  and, 

26  WHEREAS,  This  tree  provides  social,  environmental  and  economic  benefits  to 

27  the  property,  neighborhood  and  city;  now,  therefore  be  it 

28  RESOLVED,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  recommends  the  California  buckeye 

29  {Aesculus  californica)  at  730  -  28th  Avenue  for  landmark  status  to  the  Board  of 

30  Supervisors. 
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Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 

Order  of  Business 

AGENDA 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER 

2.  ROLL  CALL 

3.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  minutes  of  the  February  27,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  February  27,  2007  Regular  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=56494.) 

4.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  City  of  Novato  Green  Design.  Mr.  Glenn  Young  will 
describe  the  City  of  Novato's  street  design  program  that  places  trees  in  between  diagonally 
parked  cars  and  results  in  environmental,  transit  and  social  benefits. 

SPONSOR:  Member  Carolyn  Blair 
SPEAKER:  Glenn  Young,  Director  of  Public  Works,  Novato 

5.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  City  Greening  Initiatives.  Mr.  Daniel  Sider,  the  Director  of  City 
Greening  for  San  Francisco,  will  report  on  city  greening  initiatives  and  Council  members  will  ask 
questions. 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  Council  Members  will  discuss 
and  vote  on  a  Resolution  in  support  of  the  Planning  Department's  efforts  to  incorporate  the 
Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  (Explanatory  document:  Draft 

Resolution  (Word)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/ResFile2007-06-UFCGeneralPlan.doc.) 

SPONSOR:  Chair  Terry  Milne  and  Grace  Ma 

SPEAKER:  Grace  Ma 

7.  DISCUSSION:  Landmark  Tree  Incentives  Report.  Committee  members  will  discuss  a 
report  from  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Analyst  on  incentives  to  encourage  nomination  and 
designation  of  landmark  trees.  (Explanatory  Document:  Legislative  Analyst  Report  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironmenV^ 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Member  Bonnie  Ora  Sherk 

8.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  Nominations  for  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  of  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council.  Council  members  will  nominate  candidates  for  the  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  positions  in 
preparation  for  an  election  to  be  held  at  the  April  24,  2007  regular  meeting. 

9.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  Staff  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Ms.  Ma  will  provide  updates  on 
UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  funding,  planning,  research, 
outreach,  and  related  activities. 

10.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

•    Funding  Committee 
Chair 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  May  1 ,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 


Planning  &  Policy  Committee 


Chair,  Paul  Sacamano 
The  next  meeting  will  be  on  April  19,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 


•    Landmark  Tree  Committee 
Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  April  10,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

11.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council. 

12.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business 

13.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

14.  ADJOURNMENT 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  supject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Council  is  limited  to: 

1 .  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place. 
San  Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is 
the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serv  ing  this  location 
are:  #42  Downtown  Loop,  and  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations 
at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the 
agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation. 
Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  accessibility  hotline  at  (415) 
554-6060. 


Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554- 
7854;  E-mail:  sotf(g>sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required 
by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at: 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  at 
www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Other  Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Department  of 
Environment's  webpage:  www.sfenvironment.com/;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above 
address  or  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of 
a  meeting. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer 
recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the 
public. 
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CALL  TO  ORDER.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  10:07  a.m. 

ROLL  CALL.  Present:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert, 
Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sacamano,  Sherk  and  Sustarich;  Excused:  Members  Boss, 
Costello  and  Griswold. 


ACTION:  Adoption  of  minutes  of  the  February  27,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Blair  and  second  by  Member  Sustarich,  the  February  27, 
2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  adopted  without  objection  (Absent:  Members  Boss,  Costello, 
and  Griswold).  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  February  27,  2007  Regular 

Meeting  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=56494. ) 

INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  City  of  Novato  Green  Design.  Mr.  Glenn  Young 
described  the  City  of  Novato's  street  design  program  that  places  trees  in  between  diagonally 
parked  cars  and  results  in  environmental,  transit  and  social  benefits  (Explanatory  Document: 

Presentation  (PDF)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/GYounqpresentation.pdf. 

SPONSOR:  Member  Carolyn  Blair 
SPEAKER:  Glenn  Young,  Director  of  Public  Works,  Novato 

Mr.  Young  presented  facts  about  Novato  and  history  of  its  downtown  from  1900  to  the 
present  describing  street  design,  demographics,  transit  gateways,  agricultural  beginnings, 
and  the  evolution  of  downtown  businesses.  Pictures  of  Grant  Avenue  from  1900  to  present 
were  shown.  It  was  explained  that  the  two  main  streets  in  Downtown  Novato  are  Grant 
Avenue  and  Redwood  Highway  101.  It  was  reported  that  Novato  had  been  experiencing 
problems  in  its  downtown  area  due  to  relocation  of  a  highway  east  of  downtown  and 
construction  of  the  Vintage  Oak  shopping  center  two  miles  south  of  downtown  that  drew 
visitors  and  businesses  away  from  the  area.  As  a  result,  a  lack  of  funding  resulted  in 
infrastructure  problems  which  made  the  area  less  attractive  for  visitors  and  businesses. 
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Mr.  Young  presented  facts  about  Grant  Avenue,  describing  Old  Town  Novato  that  now 
contains  restored  historical  buildings,  older  businesses,  less  traffic,  and  angled  parking  and 
the  western  area  that  includes  larger,  newer  businesses,  more  traffic  and  parallel  parking. 
Infrastructure  problems  that  were  previously  associated  with  the  downtown  area  were 
discussed,  e.g.  deteriorated  paving;  trees  damaging  sidewalks,  storm  drain  damage;  aging 
infrastructure;  street  lights  too  far  apart  and  not  providing  enough  light;  lack  of  funding  for 
repairs,  inadequate  utility  service  to  downtown  businesses;  damage  to  business  entrances; 
makeshift  repairs  that  were  not  ADA  compliant, 

Mr.  Young  stated  that  the  Downtown  Grant  Avenue  streets  improvement  project  that 
addressed  these  issues  was  one  of  the  largest  projects  that  had  been  completed  in  Novato. 
A  Downtown  Specific  Plan  was  adopted  in  1988  and  work  began  in  2001  with  a  concept 
design  started  and  three  publicly  noticed  and  well  attended  public  meetings.  The  City 
Council  approved  the  Plan  in  2001  and  the  Design  Consultants,  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee,  Downtown  Business  Association,  the  Public,  and  the  City  of  Novato  worked  on 
this  effort.  Plans  and  specifications  were  prepared  and  the  project  was  advertised  in  August 
2002. 

Goals  were  established  in  order  to  revitalize  the  downtown  by  making  it  more  attractive  for 
residents  and  businesses.  Goals  and  core  elements  of  the  Concept  Plan  included 
improvements  to  (1)  infrastructure,  (2)  upsizing  of  utility  service,  (3)  pedestrian  atmosphere, 
(4)  consistency  with  the  streetscape,  (5)  new  pavement  and  sidewalks,  (6)  adding  ADA 
components,  (7)  new  lighting  and  fixtures,  (8)  planting  trees  particularly  within  the  parking 
areas  to  reduce  the  visual  corridor  down  the  street  to  slow  people  down  while  driving;  and 
(9)  creating  other  planter  areas. 

Mr.  Young  reported  on  tree  selection,  major  tasks  prior  to  construction,  construction  issues, 
and  major  controversies,  e.g.  trees  vs.  parking.  It  was  stated  that  complaints  were  received 
from  the  public  that  they  were  inconvenienced  by  not  being  able  to  park  in  front  of 
businesses,  but  advised  that  many  businesses  were  in  favor  of  the  parking  design.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  the  parking  that  was  removed  from  the  downtown  area  as  a  result  of 
the  project. 

Mr.  Young  discussed  funding  sources  and  project  costs.  It  was  advised  that  the  total  cost  of 
the  project  amounted  to  approximately  $10  million  for  design,  construction,  and  construction 
and  design  management.  The  cost  for  the  trees  amounted  to  10%  of  the  project  cost 
(approximately  $617,000)  that  included  the  trees,  irrigation,  2400  plants  for  side  areas,  and 
other  related  costs.  Mr.  Young  described  the  project's  positive  results — establishment  of 
new  downtown  businesses,  frontages  redone,  more  visitors,  and  a  downtown  Farmer's 
Market.  Problems  that  were  experienced  included  tree  vandalism  and  keeping  the 
sidewalks  clean. 

The  presentation  link  is  available  above  for  additional  information. 

Chair  Milne  inquired  about  the  sustainability  of  all  the  plantings  and  tree  vandalism.  Mr. 
Young  stated  people  had  stolen  the  plants  in  a  newly  planted  area  and  broke  trees  when 
they  were  young.  Initial  plantings  in  the  24-inch  box  had  to  be  replaced  with  15-gallon  trees. 
It  was  stated  that  crews  are  looking  forward  to  taking  tree  guards  out,  and  that  the  next 
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challenge  would  be  to  remove  the  solid  grates  and  fill  in  the  area  with  soil  to  make  sure  the 
trees  are  getting  water.  It  was  stated  that  some  of  the  bigger  trees  such  as  the  redwood  and 
sycamore  were  saved,  and  that  a  lot  of  the  trees  have  grown.  Novato  preserved  some  or  a 
limited  number  of  larger  trees. 

Member  Cohen  asked  if  the  bricks  are  set  in  sand  or  mortared  in.  Mr.  Young  stated  that 
they  decided  to  go  without  the  bricks  because  it  would  have  increased  the  cost  by 
approximately  $500,000.  Member  Cohen  asked  about  the  long  term  duration  of  the  Plan- 
whether  the  trees  would  have  a  more  permanent  life  and  move  through  maturity  instead  of 
being  torn  down  because  of  a  new  design.  Mr.  Young  stated  that  they  hope  that  the  trees 
last  for  a  long  time  and  advised  of  the  Yarwood  Sycamores  in  town  that  are  about  60  years 
old.  It  was  stated  that  the  determining  factor  would  be  how  big  the  trees  get  and  if  they  start 
to  damage  the  hardscape.  Mr.  Young  advised  that  the  trees  that  were  previously  in  the  area 
were  more  likely  to  cause  damage,  but  since  then  the  City  of  Novato  has  implemented 
ordinances  and  has  a  recommended  tree  list  to  choose  from.  Guidelines  are  also  provided 
on  how  far  the  tree  basins  should  be  from  improvements. 

Member  Sherk  asked  if  there  was  any  interest  by  the  city  of  Novato  in  using  California  native 
trees  that  would  require  less  maintenance  than  the  current  selection.  Mr.  Young  stated  that 
there  were  few  recommendations  from  the  public  and  that  trees  were  chosen  from  the 
recommended  list  by  the  landscape  architect.  It  was  stated  that  the  current  selection  adds  a 
nice  aesthetic  to  the  downtown  area. 

Member  Habert  asked  if  there  is  a  maintenance  structure  set  up.  Mr.  Young  stated  that  the 
City  is  responsible  for  maintenance,  and  that  the  cost  is  approximately  $136,000  per  year.  It 
was  stated  that  consideration  was  given  to  creating  an  assessment  district  for  the 
maintenance  but  since  an  assessment  district  for  the  improvements  was  not  approved,  the 
idea  was  not  pursued  further.  It  was  stated  that  the  City  viewed  it  as  their  contribution  to 
revitalizing  and  improving  their  town  and  bringing  in  more  revenue. 

Member  Blair  asked  when  the  trees  were  planted.  Mr.  Young  stated  that  the  trees  in  Old 
Town  were  planted  in  2003  and  were  completed  in  2004  due  to  adjustments  (work 
stoppages)  for  the  Christmas  holidays. 

Chair  Milne  discussed  the  parking  loss  that  Mr.  Young  mentioned  as  a  result  of  planting 
trees  in  the  street  right  of  way.  Mr.  Young  stated  that  the  architect  had  done  a  similar 
design  in  Mountain  View  and  that  they  augmented  by  putting  in  a  parking  structure  off  street, 
which  is  also  part  of  Novato's  Downtown  Specific  Plan  to  put  in  an  additional  two  parking 
structures. 

Chair  Milne  thanked  Mr.  Young  for  his  presentation  and  stated  that  he  hopes  San  Francisco 
can  benefit  from  the  ideas  that  were  used  in  Novato. 

5.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  City  Greening  Initiatives.  Mr.  Daniel  Sider,  the  Director 
of  City  Greening  for  San  Francisco,  reported  on  city  greening  initiatives  and  Council 
members  asked  questions. 
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Mr.  Daniel  Sider  reported  that  the  Mayor's  City  Greening  initiatives  include  landscaping,  tree 
plantings  and  softscape  and  at  the  same  time  includes  the  broader  public  realm  that  is 
critical  to  pursuits.  It  was  stated  that  one  quarter  of  the  City's  total  land  area  is  devoted  to 
rights  of  ways,  streets,  and  sidewalks.  With  this  is  mind,  the  Mayor  has  issued  instructions 
to  focus  on  streets  and  sidewalks  and  the  public  realm  that  includes  parks  and  plazas.  This 
effort  includes  everything  from  tree  planting  and  traditional  landscaping  to  broader  efforts  for 
streetscape  design  and  the  physical  infrastructure  project  that  accompanies  the  physical 
improvements  to  the  City's  rights  of  ways.  It  was  stated  that  "greening"  is  landscaping  and 
trees,  but  it  is  much  more  than  plant  material. 

Mr.  Sider  discussed  the  Director's  Working  Group,  a  working  group  of  Department  Directors 
from  City  agencies,  which  assembles  for  a  biweekly  meeting  to  collaborate  on  projects  and 
significant  problems.  It  was  advised  that  projects  extend  into  areas  such  as  ecology, 
sustainability,  and  environmental  mindfulness;  for  example,  street  trees  can't  be 
contemplated  without  thinking  about  storm  water  management;  new  structures  whether  its 
street  furniture  or  new  buildings  can't  be  thought  of  without  keeping  in  mind  green  building 
technologies  and  materials;  plantings  can't  be  thought  of  without  consideration  for  native 
species,  without  water  consumption  and  pollution  control  issues  in  mind,  etc. 

Upcoming  Projects  were  reported  on: 

The  Academy  of  Sciences  is  building  a  new  structure  in  Golden  Gate  Park  which  will  be  the 
largest  LEED  Platinum  facility  open  to  the  public  in  the  country  (opening  in  2008).  The 
Academy  will  have  1.7  million  native  plants  along  with  200,000  square  feet  of  green  cover. 
The  Mayor's  Office  is  encouraging  increasing  green  building  through  a  Green  Building  Task 
Force  that  includes  ten  experts  from  government,  finance,  architecture,  development,  and 
construction. 

The  Mayor's  initiative  to  plant  5,000  trees  each  year  is  in  its  third  year  and  has  exceeded  the 
benchmark  thanks  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works'  good  work.  An  objective  is  to  engage 
interagency  collaboration  to  pull  together  to  create  basins  and  to  plant  and  maintain  trees  so 
they  become  trees  of  the  desired  scope  and  scale. 

Better  Streets  Plan — a  public  event  is  kicking  off  on  April  5th  at  5:15  p.m.,  at  City  Hall's  North 
Light  Court.  The  Better  Streets  Plan  is  a  once  in  a  generation  opportunity  bringing  together 
staff  from  multiple  agencies  to  plan  for  our  streets  and  public  realm  looking  to  balance  the 
needs  of  all  users  with  a  particular  focus  on  the  pedestrian  environment.  The  Plan  will  reflect 
the  understanding  that  the  pedestrian  environment  is  more  than  just  transportation-streets 
serve  as  social  spaces,  recreational  spaces,  and  serve  ecological  and  environmental 
purposes  as  well. 

Urban  Forest  mapping  of  projects-Through  a  partnership  initiated  by  Friends  of  the  Urban 
Forest,  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Autodesk,  online  mapping  tools  have  been 
developed  to  map  our  urban  forest  and  includes  a  user  friendly  map  of  every  street  tree  in 
San  Francisco,  link  www.sftreemap.org.  This  project  creates  and  maintains  a  consistent 
tree  database  and  manages  the  urban  forest  assets.  It  also  provides  a  tool  for  the 
community  to  be  able  to  map  their  own  trees  or  to  add  photos  and  stories  about  trees  that 
are  on  the  map.  At  this  time,  you  can  click  on  a  tree  and  be  able  to  access  information 
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about  diameter  at  breast  height,  species,  health,  and  size  of  basin.  As  the  project  evolves, 
more  information  will  be  included. 

Chair  Milne  recommended  adding  a  gold  star  for  landmark  tree  designations.  It  was  asked 
how  the  Council  can  interact  with  Mr.  Sider's  program  to  promote  the  landmark  tree 
program.  Mr.  Sider  stated  that  the  profile  of  the  landmark  tree  process  and  benefits  needs 
to  be  raised  substantially  and  suggested  setting  up  a  meeting  to  discuss  this  issue  further 

Member  Marks  stated  his  support  for  the  mapping  project,  but  asked  how  it  was  possible  to 
do  this  project  without  there  being  an  inventory  of  street  trees.  Mr.  Sider  stated  that 
information  to  date  has  been  assembled  from  the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  and  from 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest.  It  was  indicated  that  the  framework  for  the  project  has  been 
set,  is  in  its  beginning  stages,  and  will  be  verified  and  added  to  from  here.  Member  Marks 
urged  the  City  to  consider  an  inventory  so  there  could  be  a  baseline  to  move  forward  from 
and  an  accurate  picture.  It  was  also  recommended  that  the  City's  goal  of  planting  5000 
trees  a  year  be  not  just  the  number  of  trees  planted,  but  a  net  increase  of  5000  trees  a  year. 

Member  Sherk  spoke  in  support  of  the  mapping  project  as  it  relates  to  the  idea  of  a  systemic 
design  and  the  interrelationship  of  the  different  departments.  It  was  stated  that  it  is 
important  to  underscore  the  choice  of  tree  plantings  for  each  place  and  to  use  native 
plantings  because  they  are  easier  to  maintain,  are  more  acclimated  to  the  environment,  and 
creates  an  opportunity  for  education.  Member  Sherk  stated  that  she  would  like  to  see  the 
City  develop  an  educational  program  for  children  and  adults  to  really  understand  their  local 
place.  It  was  also  recommended  that  a  bigger  palate  of  street  trees  be  considered. 

Member  Blair  recommended  that  a  reference  be  made  to  the  City  wanting  to  preserve 
existing  trees  and  that  sftreemap  shows  the  location  of  available  empty  basins.  Member 
Blair  also  discussed  merchants'  interest  in  increasing  their  business  by  increasing  the 
amenities  of  the  shopping  experience  as  well  as  the  quality  of  their  product  by  removing 
parking  spaces  in  order  to  expand  the  sidewalks  as  discussed  in  the  previous  presentation. 
Member  Blair  discussed  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  upcoming  landmark  tree 
website  and  requested  Mr.  Sider's  support  in  implementing  the  website  as  it  is  a  tracking 
device  for  landmark  tree  nominations. 

Member  Cohen  discussed  PG&E's  upgrades  in  her  neighborhood  and  how  everything  is 
being  torn  down,  but  not  replaced,  and  requested  that  the  Greening  Office  get  the 
development  to  stop  until  consideration  can  be  given  to  doing  it  right.  Mr.  Sider  discussed 
the  necessity  for  upgrades  and  the  effort  of  the  Director's  Working  Group  to  coordinate  other 
improvements  into  street  projects  so  there  are  new  trees,  retained  trees  that  are  monitored 
through  the  construction  project,  and  streets  are  repaved. 

Member  Cohen  asked  whether  the  community  can  log  into  the  new  mapping  website  and 
add  information.  Mr.  Sider  confirmed  that  the  tool  is  a  community  mechanism  where  people 
can  add  information  about  trees.  The  information  is  then  checked  by  the  City  and  Friends  of 
the  Urban  Forest  staff.  Member  Cohen  suggested  issuing  certificates  or  another  type  of  star 
for  trees  that  are  not  of  landmark  quality  but  are  "great"  trees.  It  was  asked  if  City  aerial 
maps  are  an  aspect  of  sftreemap.  Mr.  Sider  explained  that  the  tree  map  pulls  different 
sources  of  information  from  the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest,  and 
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that  Autodesk  contracts  out  with  Google,  Yahoo,  and  Microsoft  to  provide  satellite  imagery. 
Mr.  Sider  indicated  that  he  would  look  into  the  frequency  of  how  often  the  information  is 
updated. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  the  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest's  (FUF)  idea  which  they  have 
some  funding  for  is  to  employ  youth  crews  to  go  on  the  street  to  do  an  inventory  of  FUF 
trees  and  to  assess  their  health. 

Member  Rodgers  thanked  Mr.  Sider  and  the  Mayor  for  their  efforts  in  helping  to  encourage 
the  City  agencies  to  work  together  to  combine  the  planning  with  the  implementation 
agencies  to  get  the  most  work  done.  It  was  suggested  that  because  of  limited  resources  and 
in  order  to  place  more  data  on  the  website,  that  an  interactive  model  that  verifies 
information,  e.g.  Wikipedia,  be  added  to  allow  anyone  to  add  a  tree.  Vice-Chair  Quirke 
stated  that  the  Autodesk  software  has  the  capability  to  do  this  function. 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  Council  Members  discussed  and 
voted  on  a  Resolution  in  support  of  the  Planning  Department's  efforts  to  incorporate  the 
Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  (Explanatory  document:  Approved 

Resolution  (PDF)  http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploacledfiles/Res006-07-UFCGeneralPlari.pdf) 

SPONSOR:  Chair  Terry  Milne  and  Grace  Ma,  Urban  Forestry  Specialist 

SPEAKER:  Grace  Ma 

Member  Rodgers  explained  that  many  Council  Members  had  expressed  that  the  Urban 
Forest  Plan  required  more  refinement,  information,  and  work  to  be  brought  up  to  City 
standards  before  it  could  be  incorporated  into  the  General  Plan.  As  a  result  and  with 
encouragement  from  the  Council,  the  Planning  Department  requested  $200,000  from  their 
budget  to  develop  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  budget 
request,  and  the  Planning  Department  is  moving  forward  on  the  effort. 

Member  Rodgers  advised  that  the  Planning  Department  staff  member  assigned  to  this  effort 
is  a  member  of  the  Better  Streets  team  and  has  substantial  experience  in  landscape  design 
and  planning.  It  was  stated  that  the  Planning  Department  feels  that  the  Plan  could  best  be 
developed  with  a  team  of  outside  consultants.  It  was  explained  that  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  is  interested  in  preserving  Civil  Service  positions  in  City  employment  and 
prefers  for  City  agencies  to  do  work  in-house  when  possible.  In  this  case,  the  Planning 
Department  is  arguing  that  they  do  not  have  the  required  expertise,  e.g.  arborists,  urban 
ecologists,  in-house.  Member  Rodgers  asked  the  Council  to  pass  the  Resolution  in  support 
of  the  Planning  Department's  efforts  to  hire  a  team  of  outside  consultants. 

Member  Rodgers  explained  that  after  the  Civil  Service  Commission  issues  an  approval,  the 
project  would  be  defined  and  an  RFP  issued.  The  Council  would  be  consulted  on  defining 
the  type  of  consultants,  what  the  project  would  consist  of,  and  timeframe.  The  project  would 
take  approximately  one  year,  and  efforts  would  be  made  to  engage  the  community  through 
forums  such  as  the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  other  existing  City  forums,  public  outreach  and 
communication,  and  workshops.  The  Plan  would  then  be  approved  by  the  Council  and  the 
Planning  Commission  before  being  incorporated  into  the  General  Plan  and  forwarded  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  their  approval. 
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Member  Sherk  referred  to  the  Sierra  Club  letter  (Explanatory  Document:  Sierra  Club  Letter 
(PDF)  http://webi.sfqov.orq/site/upioadecifiies/sierraciub.pdn  and  asked  if  there  was  a  way  to  incorporate 
any  of  their  ecological  suggestions  into  this  effort.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  she  spoke 
to  a  member  of  the  Sierra  Club,  Ms.  Ruth  Gravanis,  who  stated  that  the  Sierra  Club  was 
concerned  with  the  professionalism  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  had  requested  that  the 
Resolution  language  be  amended  to  ensure  that  the  original  Plan  not  be  the  one  referred  to 
for  adoption  by  the  City.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  the  Planning  Department's  objective 
is  to  develop  a  new  process  that  would  develop  a  new  plan  from  further  work  and  advised 
that  the  Resolution  could  be  amended  in  the  first  Resolved  clause  to  refer  to  the  yet  to  be 
developed  Urban  Forest  Plan. 

Member  Sacamano  stated  that  he  agrees  with  the  need  to  hire  outside  consultants  to 
ensure  that  the  required  expertise  is  available  and  asked  when  this  issue  would  be 
calendared  before  the  Civil  Service  Commission.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  Mr.  Andres 
Power,  the  Planning  Department  member  assigned  to  this  effort  is  securing  a  date  with  the 
Civil  Service  Commission.  Member  Sacamano  asked  if  the  Resolution  was  aimed  towards 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  whether  the  Council  could  advise  the  Civil  Service 
Commission.  Member  Rodgers  confirmed  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  is  vested  in 
developing  an  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  is  the  body  who  can  advise  on  how  it  should  be  done. 
It  was  advised  that  the  City  Attorney's  Office  had  also  reviewed  the  Resolution. 

Member  Marks  asked  if  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  would  be  a  stand  alone  element  or 
incorporated  in  various  elements  of  the  Plan.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  there  are  a 
number  of  ways  to  get  policy  language  to  be  official  City  policy.  One  is  that  it  could  be  a 
stand  alone  element,  such  as  the  Transportation  Element,  Housing  Element,  etc.  It  was 
advised  that  there  are  ancillary  policy  documents  that  are  incorporated  by  reference  into  the 
General  Plan  but  are  not  a  physical  component  of  the  General  Plan,  such  as  the  Bicycle 
Plan  which  is  incorporated  by  reference. 

Member  Marks  indicated  that  the  Ordinance  establishing  the  Council  sets  forth  reporting 
responsibilities  that  every  year  the  Council  has  to  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the 
Mayor  on  how  well  public  agencies  and  other  urban  forest  managers  are  implementing  the 
Urban  Forest  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  if  the  Plan  were  to  not  be  a  separate  stand  alone 
element  within  the  General  Plan,  it  would  be  difficult  for  the  Council  to  meet  its  reporting 
responsibilities.  Member  Marks  asked  how  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  could  meet  its 
reporting  responsibilities  if  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  were  to  become  the  Planning 
Department's  Plan.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  she  does  not  believe  that  it  would 
encumber  the  Council's  ability  to  do  reporting  and  monitoring.  It  was  stated  that  putting  the 
Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the  General  Plan  would  give  our  policies  more  authority  as  the 
General  Plan  is  the  City's  official  policy  document. 

Member  Sustarich  referred  to  the  Sierra  Club  letter  section  where  they  suggest  that  the 
existing  native  ecosystems  be  managed  consistent  with  the  Natural  Areas  Management 
Plan  and  the  Open  Space  Element  of  the  General  Plan  and  asked  to  add  that  management 
be  consistent  with  the  SFPUC  Environmental  Stewardship  Policy  and  the  Vegetation 
Management  Plan. 
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Member  Cohen  stated  that  the  Resolution  language  does  not  have  to  be  amended  as  line 
24  states  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  intention  is  to  expand  the  scope  and  utility  of  this 
Plan  so  therefore  incorporates  what  the  Sierra  Club  has  requested.  Member  Rodgers 
advised  that  the  intent  is  to  not  duplicate  other  agencies  existing  work,  but  to  create  an 
umbrella  document  that  unites  the  work  and  looks  at  the  function  of  trees  throughout  the 
City. 

Member  Blair  stated  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  should  focus  on  trees  as  required  by 
the  Ordinance  and  not  have  its  efforts  diluted  by  other  special  interest  groups. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  stated  that  the  Annual  Report  is  an  update  on  what  the  City 
agencies  and  the  Council  has  done  in  relation  to  urban  forestry  and  how  those  activities 
support  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Ms.  Ma  felt  that  reporting  requirements  could  still  be  met 
regardless  of  where  the  Plan  was  housed. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Cohen  and  second  by  Member  Sacamano,  the  Resolution  in 
support  of  the  Planning  Department's  efforts  to  incorporate  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the 
San  Francisco  General  Plan  was  unanimously  adopted  without  objection.  (Absent: 
Members,  Boss,  Costello  and  Griswold). 

7.  DISCUSSION:  Landmark  Tree  Incentives  Report.  Council  members  discussed  a  report 
from  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Analyst  on  incentives  to  encourage  nomination  and 
designation  of  landmark  trees.  (Explanatory  Document:  Legislative  Analyst  Report  (PDF) 

http://web1, sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironm 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Member  Bonnie  Ora  Sherk 

Member  Sherk  stated  that  it  is  important  for  the  Council  to  consider  landmark  tree  incentives 
as  a  result  of  information  presented  at  Council  landmark  tree  hearings  and  the  situation 
where  a  potential  landmark  tree  was  torn  down  by  the  property  owner.  It  was  stated  that  the 
Legislative  Analyst's  Report  contains  very  good  ideas  such  as  help  with  maintenance  and 
offering  tax  incentives.  It  was  advised  that  the  report  indicates  that  two  cities,  Visalia  and 
Santa  Cruz,  support  the  cost  of  maintenance  of  landmark  trees.  Member  Sherk 
recommended  that  the  Council  suggest  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  reconsider  the  idea  of 
incentives. 

Member  Rodgers  indicated  that  she  had  provided  explanatory  documents  on  three  different 
types  of  financial  incentives  for  landmark  buildings  on  a  previously  scheduled  agenda  item 
on  incentives  for  landmark  buildings.  It  was  stated  that  the  procedures  for  landmarking 
buildings  and  issuing  incentives  is  under  and  rarely  used,  but  there  is  a  powerful  opportunity 
called  the  Mills  Act  which  allows  for  a  reduction  in  local  taxes  if  you  choose  to  landmark  a 
building.  The  amount  of  taxes  that  are  reduced  are  then  supposed  to  go  back  into  the 
building  for  maintenance  upgrades  and  rehabilitation. 

Member  Rodgers  reported  that  there  is  a  project  located  on  Haight  Street  that  is  about  to  go 
through  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Office  and  will  be  only  the  second  time  that  the  City  will  be 
using  the  Mills  Act  to  reduce  taxes  The  project  is  sponsored  by  Supervisor  Peskin  and 
amounts  to  a  $20,000  reduction  in  property  taxes.  It  was  indicated  that  the  Historic 
Preservation  staff  is  looking  at  using  the  Mills  Act  more  for  encouraging  landmarking  of 
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buildings.  Member  Rodgers  recommended  that  the  Council  explore  using  the  same  type  of 
incentives  for  landmark  trees. 

Member  Cohen  questioned  the  wording  in  the  Legislative  Analyst  Report  as  it  indicates  that 
a  landmark  tree  creates  a  financial  or  other  type  of  burden  and  restricts  the  freedom  of  a 
property  owner.  It  was  recommended  that  property  owners  be  given  other  than  financial 
incentives  to  landmark  trees. 

Member  Habert  recommended  working  toward  incorporating  incentives  into  outreach  in 
order  to  neutralize  potential  opposition  of  property  owners  or  other  people  to  landmarking 
trees. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  proposed  that  this  issue  be  brought  back  to  the  Planning  Committee  for 
further  consideration. 

Member  Miller  stated  that  it  is  important  that  there  be  incentives,  but  that  they  should  not 
always  be  financial.  It  was  stated  that  maintaining  the  quality  of  life  in  San  Francisco  is  a 
part  of  owning  property  in  San  Francisco. 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  was  intending  to  talk  to  Supervisor  Peskin's  Office  to  suggest 
issuing  certificates  for  landmark  trees. 

8.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  Nominations  for  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  of  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council.  Council  members  will  nominate  candidates  for  the  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  positions  in 
preparation  for  an  election  to  be  held  at  the  April  24,  2007  regular  meeting. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Habert  and  second  by  Member  Blair,  Chair  Milne  and  Vice-Chair 
Quirke  were  nominated  for  another  term  in  their  positions  as  Chair  and  Vice-Chair  without 
objection. 

9.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  Staff  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma 
indicated  that  there  was  nothing  further  to  report  since  the  March  meeting. 

10.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

•  Funding  Committee 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  March  6  Funding  Committee  meeting  was  cancelled.  The 
next  meeting  will  be  on  May  1 ,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

Member  Sacamano  left  the  meeting  at  this  time. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee 

Chair,  Paul  Sacamano 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  reported  that  at  the  March  15  meeting,  a  discussion  was 
held  on  prioritizing  Urban  Forest  Plan  action  steps  and  implementation  steps  were 
determined. 
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The  next  meeting  will  be  on  April  19,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee 
Chair,  Mike  Boss 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Committee  discussed  and  deferred  action  on  the 
nomination  and  evaluation  forms  to  their  next  meeting.  Chair  Milne  inquired  about 
upcoming  Board  of  Supervisors  Committee  meetings  on  landmark  tree  designations. 
Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  stated  that  she  is  not  aware  of  any  scheduled  Committee 
meetings  for  landmark  tree  designations.  Trees  that  are  scheduled  to  be  heard  possibly 
in  April  include  the  holly,  the  California  buckeye,  and  the  tree  on  Rosemont  Place. 

The  next  Planning  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  April  10,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421. 

11.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Chair  Milne 
stated  that  the  Arbor  Day  kickoff  on  Army  Street  on  Wednesday  morning  was  well  attended 
by  six  members  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council. 

12.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business.  Member  Blair  asked  Ms.  Ma  when 
Urban  Forestry  Council  members  are  supposed  to  send  in  their  applications  for 
reappointment  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Ms.  Ma  advised  that  all  eight  of  the  Board 
appointee's  terms  expire  on  April  5,  2007,  and  a  Board  of  Supervisors  Rules  Committee 
meeting  will  be  scheduled  sometime  in  April.  It  was  stated  that  Council  members  can 
continue  to  serve  until  they  are  reappointed  or  succeeded  by  a  new  member. 

13.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public 
comment  at  this  time. 

14.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  12:12  p.m. 

The  next  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  April  24,  2007  at 
5:30  p.m.  in  Room  416,  City  Hall.  

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 


Adopted: 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 

APPROVED  MINUTES 

Friday,  March  23,  2007  at  10:00  a.m. 

City  Hall,  Room  400 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

CALL  TO  ORDER.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  10:07  a.m. 

ROLL  CALL.  Present:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert, 
Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sacamano,  Sherk  and  Sustarich;  Excused:  Members  Boss, 
Costello  and  Griswold. 

ACTION:  Adoption  of  minutes  of  the  February  27,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Blair  and  second  by  Member  Sustarich,  the  February  27, 
2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  adopted  without  objection  (Absent:  Members  Boss,  Costello, 
and  Griswold).  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  February  27,  2007  Regular 

Meeting  http://sfqov.orq/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=56494. ) 

INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  City  of  Novato  Green  Design.  Mr.  Glenn  Young 
described  the  City  of  Novato's  street  design  program  that  places  trees  in  between  diagonally 
parked  cars  and  results  in  environmental,  transit  and  social  benefits  (Explanatory  Document: 

Presentation  (PDF)  http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/GYounqpresentation.pdf. 

SPONSOR:  Member  Carolyn  Blair 
SPEAKER:  Glenn  Young,  Director  of  Public  Works,  Novato 

Mr.  Young  presented  facts  about  Novato  and  history  of  its  downtown  from  1900  to  the 
present  describing  street  design,  demographics,  transit  gateways,  agricultural  beginnings, 
and  the  evolution  of  downtown  businesses.  Pictures  of  Grant  Avenue  from  1900  to  present 
were  shown.  It  was  explained  that  the  two  main  streets  in  Downtown  Novato  are  Grant 
Avenue  and  Redwood  Highway  101.  It  was  reported  that  Novato  had  been  experiencing 
problems  in  its  downtown  area  due  to  relocation  of  a  highway  east  of  downtown  and 
construction  of  the  Vintage  Oak  shopping  center  two  miles  south  of  downtown  that  drew 
visitors  and  businesses  away  from  the  area.  As  a  result,  a  lack  of  funding  resulted  in 
infrastructure  problems  which  made  the  area  less  attractive  for  visitors  and  businesses 
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Mr.  Young  presented  facts  about  Grant  Avenue,  describing  Old  Town  Novato  that  now 
contains  restored  historical  buildings,  older  businesses,  less  traffic,  and  angled  parking  and 
the  western  area  that  includes  larger,  newer  businesses,  more  traffic  and  parallel  parking. 
Infrastructure  problems  that  were  previously  associated  with  the  downtown  area  were 
discussed,  e.g.  deteriorated  paving;  trees  damaging  sidewalks,  storm  drain  damage;  aging 
infrastructure;  street  lights  too  far  apart  and  not  providing  enough  light;  lack  of  funding  for 
repairs,  inadequate  utility  service  to  downtown  businesses;  damage  to  business  entrances; 
makeshift  repairs  that  were  not  ADA  compliant, 

Mr.  Young  stated  that  the  Downtown  Grant  Avenue  streets  improvement  project  that 
addressed  these  issues  was  one  of  the  largest  projects  that  had  been  completed  in  Novato. 
A  Downtown  Specific  Plan  was  adopted  in  1988  and  work  began  in  2001  with  a  concept 
design  started  and  three  publicly  noticed  and  well  attended  public  meetings.  The  City 
Council  approved  the  Plan  in  2001  and  the  Design  Consultants,  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee,  Downtown  Business  Association,  the  Public,  and  the  City  of  Novato  worked  on 
this  effort.  Plans  and  specifications  were  prepared  and  the  project  was  advertised  in  August 
2002. 

Goals  were  established  in  order  to  revitalize  the  downtown  by  making  it  more  attractive  for 
residents  and  businesses.  Goals  and  core  elements  of  the  Concept  Plan  included 
improvements  to  (1)  infrastructure,  (2)  upsizing  of  utility  service,  (3)  pedestrian  atmosphere, 
(4)  consistency  with  the  streetscape,  (5)  new  pavement  and  sidewalks,  (6)  adding  ADA 
components,  (7)  new  lighting  and  fixtures,  (8)  planting  trees  particularly  within  the  parking 
areas  to  reduce  the  visual  corridor  down  the  street  to  slow  people  down  while  driving;  and 
(9)  creating  other  planter  areas. 

Mr.  Young  reported  on  tree  selection,  major  tasks  prior  to  construction,  construction  issues, 
and  major  controversies,  e.g.  trees  vs.  parking.  It  was  stated  that  complaints  were  received 
from  the  public  that  they  were  inconvenienced  by  not  being  able  to  park  in  front  of 
businesses,  but  advised  that  many  businesses  were  in  favor  of  the  parking  design.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  the  parking  that  was  removed  from  the  downtown  area  as  a  result  of 
the  project. 

Mr.  Young  discussed  funding  sources  and  project  costs.  It  was  advised  that  the  total  cost  of 
the  project  amounted  to  approximately  $10  million  for  design,  construction,  and  construction 
and  design  management.  The  cost  for  the  trees  amounted  to  10%  of  the  project  cost 
(approximately  $617,000)  that  included  the  trees,  irrigation,  2400  plants  for  side  areas,  and 
other  related  costs.  Mr.  Young  described  the  project's  positive  results — establishment  of 
new  downtown  businesses,  frontages  redone,  more  visitors,  and  a  downtown  Farmer's 
Market.  Problems  that  were  experienced  included  tree  vandalism  and  keeping  the 
sidewalks  clean. 

The  presentation  link  is  available  above  for  additional  information. 

Chair  Milne  inquired  about  the  sustainability  of  all  the  plantings  and  tree  vandalism.  Mr. 
Young  stated  people  had  stolen  the  plants  in  a  newly  planted  area  and  broke  trees  when 
they  were  young.  Initial  plantings  in  the  24-inch  box  had  to  be  replaced  with  15-gallon  trees. 
It  was  stated  that  crews  are  looking  forward  to  taking  tree  guards  out,  and  that  the  next 
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challenge  would  be  to  remove  the  solid  grates  and  fill  in  the  area  with  soil  to  make  sure  the 
trees  are  getting  water.  It  was  stated  that  some  of  the  bigger  trees  such  as  the  redwood  and 
sycamore  were  saved,  and  that  a  lot  of  the  trees  have  grown.  Novato  preserved  some  or  a 
limited  number  of  larger  trees. 

Member  Cohen  asked  if  the  bricks  are  set  in  sand  or  mortared  in.  Mr.  Young  stated  that 
they  decided  to  go  without  the  bricks  because  it  would  have  increased  the  cost  by 
approximately  $500,000.  Member  Cohen  asked  about  the  long  term  duration  of  the  Plan-- 
whether  the  trees  would  have  a  more  permanent  life  and  move  through  maturity  instead  of 
being  torn  down  because  of  a  new  design.  Mr.  Young  stated  that  they  hope  that  the  trees 
last  for  a  long  time  and  advised  of  the  Yarwood  Sycamores  in  town  that  are  about  60  years 
old.  It  was  stated  that  the  determining  factor  would  be  how  big  the  trees  get  and  if  they  start 
to  damage  the  hardscape.  Mr.  Young  advised  that  the  trees  that  were  previously  in  the  area 
were  more  likely  to  cause  damage,  but  since  then  the  City  of  Novato  has  implemented 
ordinances  and  has  a  recommended  tree  list  to  choose  from.  Guidelines  are  also  provided 
on  how  far  the  tree  basins  should  be  from  improvements. 

Member  Sherk  asked  if  there  was  any  interest  by  the  city  of  Novato  in  using  California  native 
trees  that  would  require  less  maintenance  than  the  current  selection.  Mr.  Young  stated  that 
there  were  few  recommendations  from  the  public  and  that  trees  were  chosen  from  the 
recommended  list  by  the  landscape  architect.  It  was  stated  that  the  current  selection  adds  a 
nice  aesthetic  to  the  downtown  area. 

Member  Habert  asked  if  there  is  a  maintenance  structure  set  up.  Mr.  Young  stated  that  the 
City  is  responsible  for  maintenance,  and  that  the  cost  is  approximately  $136,000  per  year.  It 
was  stated  that  consideration  was  given  to  creating  an  assessment  district  for  the 
maintenance  but  since  an  assessment  district  for  the  improvements  was  not  approved,  the 
idea  was  not  pursued  further.  It  was  stated  that  the  City  viewed  it  as  their  contribution  to 
revitalizing  and  improving  their  town  and  bringing  in  more  revenue. 

Member  Blair  asked  when  the  trees  were  planted.  Mr.  Young  stated  that  the  trees  in  Old 
Town  were  planted  in  2003  and  were  completed  in  2004  due  to  adjustments  (work 
stoppages)  for  the  Christmas  holidays. 

Chair  Milne  discussed  the  parking  loss  that  Mr.  Young  mentioned  as  a  result  of  planting 
trees  in  the  street  right  of  way.  Mr.  Young  stated  that  the  architect  had  done  a  similar 
design  in  Mountain  View  and  that  they  augmented  by  putting  in  a  parking  structure  off  street, 
which  is  also  part  of  Novato's  Downtown  Specific  Plan  to  put  in  an  additional  two  parking 
structures. 

Chair  Milne  thanked  Mr.  Young  for  his  presentation  and  stated  that  he  hopes  San  Francisco 
can  benefit  from  the  ideas  that  were  used  in  Novato. 

5.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  City  Greening  Initiatives.  Mr.  Daniel  Sider,  the  Director 
of  City  Greening  for  San  Francisco,  reported  on  city  greening  initiatives  and  Council 
members  asked  questions. 
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Mr.  Daniel  Sider  reported  that  the  Mayor's  City  Greening  initiatives  include  landscaping,  tree 
plantings  and  softscape  and  at  the  same  time  includes  the  broader  public  realm  that  is 
critical  to  pursuits.  It  was  stated  that  one  quarter  of  the  City's  total  land  area  is  devoted  to 
rights  of  ways,  streets,  and  sidewalks.  With  this  is  mind,  the  Mayor  has  issued  instructions 
to  focus  on  streets  and  sidewalks  and  the  public  realm  that  includes  parks  and  plazas.  This 
effort  includes  everything  from  tree  planting  and  traditional  landscaping  to  broader  efforts  for 
streetscape  design  and  the  physical  infrastructure  project  that  accompanies  the  physical 
improvements  to  the  City's  rights  of  ways.  It  was  stated  that  "greening"  is  landscaping  and 
trees,  but  it  is  much  more  than  plant  material. 

Mr.  Sider  discussed  the  Director's  Working  Group,  a  working  group  of  Department  Directors 
from  City  agencies,  which  assembles  for  a  biweekly  meeting  to  collaborate  on  projects  and 
significant  problems.  It  was  advised  that  projects  extend  into  areas  such  as  ecology, 
sustainability,  and  environmental  mindfulness;  for  example,  street  trees  can't  be 
contemplated  without  thinking  about  storm  water  management;  new  structures  whether  its 
street  furniture  or  new  buildings  can't  be  thought  of  without  keeping  in  mind  green  building 
technologies  and  materials;  plantings  can't  be  thought  of  without  consideration  for  native 
species,  without  water  consumption  and  pollution  control  issues  in  mind,  etc. 

Upcoming  Projects  were  reported  on: 

The  Academy  of  Sciences  is  building  a  new  structure  in  Golden  Gate  Park  which  will  be  the 
largest  LEED  Platinum  facility  open  to  the  public  in  the  country  (opening  in  2008).  The 
Academy  will  have  1.7  million  native  plants  along  with  200,000  square  feet  of  green  cover. 
The  Mayor's  Office  is  encouraging  increasing  green  building  through  a  Green  Building  Task 
Force  that  includes  ten  experts  from  government,  finance,  architecture,  development,  and 
construction. 

The  Mayor's  initiative  to  plant  5,000  trees  each  year  is  in  its  third  year  and  has  exceeded  the 
benchmark  thanks  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works'  good  work.  An  objective  is  to  engage 
interagency  collaboration  to  pull  together  to  create  basins  and  to  plant  and  maintain  trees  so 
they  become  trees  of  the  desired  scope  and  scale. 

Better  Streets  Plan — a  public  event  is  kicking  off  on  April  5th  at  5:15  p.m.,  at  City  Hall's  North 
Light  Court.  The  Better  Streets  Plan  is  a  once  in  a  generation  opportunity  bringing  together 
staff  from  multiple  agencies  to  plan  for  our  streets  and  public  realm  looking  to  balance  the 
needs  of  all  users  with  a  particular  focus  on  the  pedestrian  environment.  The  Plan  will  reflect 
the  understanding  that  the  pedestrian  environment  is  more  than  just  transportation-streets 
serve  as  social  spaces,  recreational  spaces,  and  serve  ecological  and  environmental 
purposes  as  well. 

Urban  Forest  mapping  of  projects-Through  a  partnership  initiated  by  Friends  of  the  Urban 
Forest,  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Autodesk,  online  mapping  tools  have  been 
developed  to  map  our  urban  forest  and  includes  a  user  friendly  map  of  every  street  tree  in 
San  Francisco,  link  www.sftreemap.org.  This  project  creates  and  maintains  a  consistent 
tree  database  and  manages  the  urban  forest  assets.  It  also  provides  a  tool  for  the 
community  to  be  able  to  map  their  own  trees  or  to  add  photos  and  stories  about  trees  that 
are  on  the  map.  At  this  time,  you  can  click  on  a  tree  and  be  able  to  access  information 
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about  diameter  at  breast  height,  species,  health,  and  size  of  basin.  As  the  project  evolves, 
more  information  will  be  included. 

Chair  Milne  recommended  adding  a  gold  star  for  landmark  tree  designations.  It  was  asked 
how  the  Council  can  interact  with  Mr.  Sider's  program  to  promote  the  landmark  tree 
program.  Mr.  Sider  stated  that  the  profile  of  the  landmark  tree  process  and  benefits  needs 
to  be  raised  substantially  and  suggested  setting  up  a  meeting  to  discuss  this  issue  further. 

Member  Marks  stated  his  support  for  the  mapping  project,  but  asked  how  it  was  possible  to 
do  this  project  without  there  being  an  inventory  of  street  trees.  Mr.  Sider  stated  that 
information  to  date  has  been  assembled  from  the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  and  from 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest.  It  was  indicated  that  the  framework  for  the  project  has  been 
set,  is  in  its  beginning  stages,  and  will  be  verified  and  added  to  from  here.  Member  Marks 
urged  the  City  to  consider  an  inventory  so  there  could  be  a  baseline  to  move  forward  from 
and  an  accurate  picture.  It  was  also  recommended  that  the  City's  goal  of  planting  5000 
trees  a  year  be  not  just  the  number  of  trees  planted,  but  a  net  increase  of  5000  trees  a  year. 

Member  Sherk  spoke  in  support  of  the  mapping  project  as  it  relates  to  the  idea  of  a  systemic 
design  and  the  interrelationship  of  the  different  departments.  It  was  stated  that  it  is 
important  to  underscore  the  choice  of  tree  plantings  for  each  place  and  to  use  native 
plantings  because  they  are  easier  to  maintain,  are  more  acclimated  to  the  environment,  and 
creates  an  opportunity  for  education.  Member  Sherk  stated  that  she  would  like  to  see  the 
City  develop  an  educational  program  for  children  and  adults  to  really  understand  their  local 
place.  It  was  also  recommended  that  a  bigger  palate  of  street  trees  be  considered. 

Member  Blair  recommended  that  a  reference  be  made  to  the  City  wanting  to  preserve 
existing  trees  and  that  sftreemap  shows  the  location  of  available  empty  basins.  Member 
Blair  also  discussed  merchants'  interest  in  increasing  their  business  by  increasing  the 
amenities  of  the  shopping  experience  as  well  as  the  quality  of  their  product  by  removing 
parking  spaces  in  order  to  expand  the  sidewalks  as  discussed  in  the  previous  presentation. 
Member  Blair  discussed  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  upcoming  landmark  tree 
website  and  requested  Mr.  Sider's  support  in  implementing  the  website  as  it  is  a  tracking 
device  for  landmark  tree  nominations. 

Member  Cohen  discussed  PG&E's  upgrades  in  her  neighborhood  and  how  everything  is 
being  torn  down,  but  not  replaced,  and  requested  that  the  Greening  Office  get  the 
development  to  stop  until  consideration  can  be  given  to  doing  it  right.  Mr.  Sider  discussed 
the  necessity  for  upgrades  and  the  effort  of  the  Director's  Working  Group  to  coordinate  other 
improvements  into  street  projects  so  there  are  new  trees,  retained  trees  that  are  monitored 
through  the  construction  project,  and  streets  are  repaved. 

Member  Cohen  asked  whether  the  community  can  log  into  the  new  mapping  website  and 
add  information.  Mr.  Sider  confirmed  that  the  tool  is  a  community  mechanism  where  people 
can  add  information  about  trees.  The  information  is  then  checked  by  the  City  and  Friends  of 
the  Urban  Forest  staff.  Member  Cohen  suggested  issuing  certificates  or  another  type  of  star 
for  trees  that  are  not  of  landmark  quality  but  are  "great"  trees.  It  was  asked  if  City  aerial 
maps  are  an  aspect  of  sftreemap.  Mr.  Sider  explained  that  the  tree  map  pulls  different 
sources  of  information  from  the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest,  and 
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that  Autodesk  contracts  out  with  Google,  Yahoo,  and  Microsoft  to  provide  satellite  imagery. 
Mr.  Sider  indicated  that  he  would  look  into  the  frequency  of  how  often  the  information  is 
updated. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  the  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest's  (FUF)  idea  which  they  have 
some  funding  for  is  to  employ  youth  crews  to  go  on  the  street  to  do  an  inventory  of  FUF 
trees  and  to  assess  their  health. 

Member  Rodgers  thanked  Mr.  Sider  and  the  Mayor  for  their  efforts  in  helping  to  encourage 
the  City  agencies  to  work  together  to  combine  the  planning  with  the  implementation 
agencies  to  get  the  most  work  done.  It  was  suggested  that  because  of  limited  resources  and 
in  order  to  place  more  data  on  the  website,  that  an  interactive  model  that  verifies 
information,  e.g.  Wikipedia,  be  added  to  allow  anyone  to  add  a  tree.  Vice-Chair  Quirke 
stated  that  the  Autodesk  software  has  the  capability  to  do  this  function. 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  Council  Members  discussed  and 
voted  on  a  Resolution  in  support  of  the  Planning  Department's  efforts  to  incorporate  the 
Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  (Explanatory  document:  Approved 

Resolution  (PDF)  http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadeclfiles/Res006-07-UFCGeneralPlan.pdn 

SPONSOR:  Chair  Terry  Milne  and  Grace  Ma,  Urban  Forestry  Specialist 

SPEAKER:  Grace  Ma 

Member  Rodgers  explained  that  many  Council  Members  had  expressed  that  the  Urban 
Forest  Plan  required  more  refinement,  information,  and  work  to  be  brought  up  to  City 
standards  before  it  could  be  incorporated  into  the  General  Plan.  As  a  result  and  with 
encouragement  from  the  Council,  the  Planning  Department  requested  $200,000  from  their 
budget  to  develop  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  budget 
request,  and  the  Planning  Department  is  moving  forward  on  the  effort. 

Member  Rodgers  advised  that  the  Planning  Department  staff  member  assigned  to  this  effort 
is  a  member  of  the  Better  Streets  team  and  has  substantial  experience  in  landscape  design 
and  planning.  It  was  stated  that  the  Planning  Department  feels  that  the  Plan  could  best  be 
developed  with  a  team  of  outside  consultants.  It  was  explained  that  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  is  interested  in  preserving  Civil  Service  positions  in  City  employment  and 
prefers  for  City  agencies  to  do  work  in-house  when  possible.  In  this  case,  the  Planning 
Department  is  arguing  that  they  do  not  have  the  required  expertise,  e.g.  arborists,  urban 
ecologists,  in-house.  Member  Rodgers  asked  the  Council  to  pass  the  Resolution  in  support 
of  the  Planning  Department's  efforts  to  hire  a  team  of  outside  consultants. 

Member  Rodgers  explained  that  after  the  Civil  Service  Commission  issues  an  approval,  the 
project  would  be  defined  and  an  RFP  issued.  The  Council  would  be  consulted  on  defining 
the  type  of  consultants,  what  the  project  would  consist  of,  and  timeframe.  The  project  would 
take  approximately  one  year,  and  efforts  would  be  made  to  engage  the  community  through 
forums  such  as  the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  other  existing  City  forums,  public  outreach  and 
communication,  and  workshops.  The  Plan  would  then  be  approved  by  the  Council  and  the 
Planning  Commission  before  being  incorporated  into  the  General  Plan  and  forwarded  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  for  their  approval. 
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Member  Sherk  referred  to  the  Sierra  Club  letter  (Explanatory  Document:  Sierra  Club  Letter 
(PDF)  http://webi.sfqov.orq/site/upioadedfiies/sierraciub.Ddf)  and  asked  if  there  was  a  way  to  incorporate 
any  of  their  ecological  suggestions  into  this  effort.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  she  spoke 
to  a  member  of  the  Sierra  Club,  Ms.  Ruth  Gravanis,  who  stated  that  the  Sierra  Club  was 
concerned  with  the  professionalism  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  had  requested  that  the 
Resolution  language  be  amended  to  ensure  that  the  original  Plan  not  be  the  one  referred  to 
for  adoption  by  the  City.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  the  Planning  Department's  objective 
is  to  develop  a  new  process  that  would  develop  a  new  plan  from  further  work  and  advised 
that  the  Resolution  could  be  amended  in  the  first  Resolved  clause  to  refer  to  the  yet  to  be 
developed  Urban  Forest  Plan. 

Member  Sacamano  stated  that  he  agrees  with  the  need  to  hire  outside  consultants  to 
ensure  that  the  required  expertise  is  available  and  asked  when  this  issue  would  be 
calendared  before  the  Civil  Service  Commission.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  Mr.  Andres 
Power,  the  Planning  Department  member  assigned  to  this  effort  is  securing  a  date  with  the 
Civil  Service  Commission.  Member  Sacamano  asked  if  the  Resolution  was  aimed  towards 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  whether  the  Council  could  advise  the  Civil  Service 
Commission.  Member  Rodgers  confirmed  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  is  vested  in 
developing  an  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  is  the  body  who  can  advise  on  how  it  should  be  done. 
It  was  advised  that  the  City  Attorney's  Office  had  also  reviewed  the  Resolution. 

Member  Marks  asked  if  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  would  be  a  stand  alone  element  or 
incorporated  in  various  elements  of  the  Plan.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  there  are  a 
number  of  ways  to  get  policy  language  to  be  official  City  policy.  One  is  that  it  could  be  a 
stand  alone  element,  such  as  the  Transportation  Element,  Housing  Element,  etc.  It  was 
advised  that  there  are  ancillary  policy  documents  that  are  incorporated  by  reference  into  the 
General  Plan  but  are  not  a  physical  component  of  the  General  Plan,  such  as  the  Bicycle 
Plan  which  is  incorporated  by  reference. 

Member  Marks  indicated  that  the  Ordinance  establishing  the  Council  sets  forth  reporting 
responsibilities  that  every  year  the  Council  has  to  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the 
Mayor  on  how  well  public  agencies  and  other  urban  forest  managers  are  implementing  the 
Urban  Forest  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  if  the  Plan  were  to  not  be  a  separate  stand  aione 
element  within  the  General  Plan,  it  would  be  difficult  for  the  Council  to  meet  its  reporting 
responsibilities.  Member  Marks  asked  how  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  could  meet  its 
reporting  responsibilities  if  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  were  to  become  the  Planning 
Department's  Plan.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  she  does  not  believe  that  it  would 
encumber  the  Council's  ability  to  do  reporting  and  monitoring.  It  was  stated  that  putting  the 
Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the  General  Plan  would  give  our  policies  more  authority  as  the 
General  Plan  is  the  City's  official  policy  document. 

Member  Sustarich  referred  to  the  Sierra  Club  letter  section  where  they  suggest  that  the 
existing  native  ecosystems  be  managed  consistent  with  the  Natural  Areas  Management 
Plan  and  the  Open  Space  Element  of  the  General  Plan  and  asked  to  add  that  management 
be  consistent  with  the  SFPUC  Environmental  Stewardship  Policy  and  the  Vegetation 
Management  Plan. 
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Member  Cohen  stated  that  the  Resolution  language  does  not  have  to  be  amended  as  line 
24  states  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  intention  is  to  expand  the  scope  and  utility  of  this 
Plan  so  therefore  incorporates  what  the  Sierra  Club  has  requested.  Member  Rodgers 
advised  that  the  intent  is  to  not  duplicate  other  agencies  existing  work,  but  to  create  an 
umbrella  document  that  unites  the  work  and  looks  at  the  function  of  trees  throughout  the 
City. 

Member  Blair  stated  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  should  focus  on  trees  as  required  by 
the  Ordinance  and  not  have  its  efforts  diluted  by  other  special  interest  groups. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  stated  that  the  Annual  Report  is  an  update  on  what  the  City 
agencies  and  the  Council  has  done  in  relation  to  urban  forestry  and  how  those  activities 
support  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Ms.  Ma  felt  that  reporting  requirements  could  still  be  met 
regardless  of  where  the  Plan  was  housed. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Cohen  and  second  by  Member  Sacamano,  the  Resolution  in 
support  of  the  Planning  Department's  efforts  to  incorporate  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the 
San  Francisco  General  Plan  was  unanimously  adopted  without  objection.  (Absent: 
Members,  Boss,  Costello  and  Griswold). 

7.  DISCUSSION:  Landmark  Tree  Incentives  Report.  Council  members  discussed  a  report 
from  the  Office  of  the  Legislative  Analyst  on  incentives  to  encourage  nomination  and 
designation  of  landmark  trees.  (Explanatory  Document:  Legislative  Analyst  Report  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironm 

SPONSOR/SPEAKER:  Member  Bonnie  Ora  Sherk 

Member  Sherk  stated  that  it  is  important  for  the  Council  to  consider  landmark  tree  incentives 
as  a  result  of  information  presented  at  Council  landmark  tree  hearings  and  the  situation 
where  a  potential  landmark  tree  was  torn  down  by  the  property  owner.  It  was  stated  that  the 
Legislative  Analyst's  Report  contains  very  good  ideas  such  as  help  with  maintenance  and 
offering  tax  incentives.  It  was  advised  that  the  report  indicates  that  two  cities,  Visalia  and 
Santa  Cruz,  support  the  cost  of  maintenance  of  landmark  trees.  Member  Sherk 
recommended  that  the  Council  suggest  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  reconsider  the  idea  of 
incentives. 

Member  Rodgers  indicated  that  she  had  provided  explanatory  documents  on  three  different 
types  of  financial  incentives  for  landmark  buildings  on  a  previously  scheduled  agenda  item 
on  incentives  for  landmark  buildings.  It  was  stated  that  the  procedures  for  landmarking 
buildings  and  issuing  incentives  is  under  and  rarely  used,  but  there  is  a  powerful  opportunity 
called  the  Mills  Act  which  allows  for  a  reduction  in  local  taxes  if  you  choose  to  landmark  a 
building.  The  amount  of  taxes  that  are  reduced  are  then  supposed  to  go  back  into  the 
building  for  maintenance  upgrades  and  rehabilitation. 

Member  Rodgers  reported  that  there  is  a  project  located  on  Haight  Street  that  is  about  to  go 
through  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Office  and  will  be  only  the  second  time  that  the  City  will  be 
using  the  Mills  Act  to  reduce  taxes  The  project  is  sponsored  by  Supervisor  Peskin  and 
amounts  to  a  $20,000  reduction  in  property  taxes.  It  was  indicated  that  the  Historic 
Preservation  staff  is  looking  at  using  the  Mills  Act  more  for  encouraging  landmarking  of 
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buildings.  Member  Rodgers  recommended  that  the  Council  explore  using  the  same  type  of 
incentives  for  landmark  trees. 

Member  Cohen  questioned  the  wording  in  the  Legislative  Analyst  Report  as  it  indicates  that 
a  landmark  tree  creates  a  financial  or  other  type  of  burden  and  restricts  the  freedom  of  a 
property  owner.  It  was  recommended  that  property  owners  be  given  other  than  financial 
incentives  to  landmark  trees. 

Member  Habert  recommended  working  toward  incorporating  incentives  into  outreach  in 
order  to  neutralize  potential  opposition  of  property  owners  or  other  people  to  landmarking 
trees. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  proposed  that  this  issue  be  brought  back  to  the  Planning  Committee  for 
further  consideration. 

Member  Miller  stated  that  it  is  important  that  there  be  incentives,  but  that  they  should  not 
always  be  financial.  It  was  stated  that  maintaining  the  quality  of  life  in  San  Francisco  is  a 
part  of  owning  property  in  San  Francisco. 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  was  intending  to  talk  to  Supervisor  Peskin's  Office  to  suggest 
issuing  certificates  for  landmark  trees. 

8.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  Nominations  for  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  of  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council.  Council  members  will  nominate  candidates  for  the  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  positions  in 
preparation  for  an  election  to  be  held  at  the  April  24,  2007  regular  meeting. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Habert  and  second  by  Member  Blair,  Chair  Milne  and  Vice-Chair 
Quirke  were  nominated  for  another  term  in  their  positions  as  Chair  and  Vice-Chair  without 
objection. 

9.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  Staff  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma 
indicated  that  there  was  nothing  further  to  report  since  the  March  meeting. 

10.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

•  Funding  Committee 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  March  6  Funding  Committee  meeting  was  cancelled.  The 
next  meeting  will  be  on  May  1,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

Member  Sacamano  left  the  meeting  at  this  time. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee 

Chair,  Paul  Sacamano 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  reported  that  at  the  March  15  meeting,  a  discussion  was 
held  on  prioritizing  Urban  Forest  Plan  action  steps  and  implementation  steps  were 
determined. 
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The  next  meeting  will  be  on  April  19,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee 
Chair,  Mike  Boss 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Committee  discussed  and  deferred  action  on  the 
nomination  and  evaluation  forms  to  their  next  meeting.  Chair  Milne  inquired  about 
upcoming  Board  of  Supervisors  Committee  meetings  on  landmark  tree  designations. 
Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  stated  that  she  is  not  aware  of  any  scheduled  Committee 
meetings  for  landmark  tree  designations.  Trees  that  are  scheduled  to  be  heard  possibly 
in  April  include  the  holly,  the  California  buckeye,  and  the  tree  on  Rosemont  Place. 

The  next  Planning  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  April  10,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421. 

11.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Chair  Milne 
stated  that  the  Arbor  Day  kickoff  on  Army  Street  on  Wednesday  morning  was  well  attended 
by  six  members  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council. 

12.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business.  Member  Blair  asked  Ms.  Ma  when 
Urban  Forestry  Council  members  are  supposed  to  send  in  their  applications  for 
reappointment  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Ms.  Ma  advised  that  all  eight  of  the  Board 
appointee's  terms  expire  on  April  5,  2007,  and  a  Board  of  Supervisors  Rules  Committee 
meeting  will  be  scheduled  sometime  in  April.  It  was  stated  that  Council  members  can 
continue  to  serve  until  they  are  reappointed  or  succeeded  by  a  new  member. 

13.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public 
comment  at  this  time. 

14.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  12:12  p.m. 

The  next  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday,  April  24,  2007  at 
5:30  p.m.  in  Room  416,  City  Hall.  

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 


Adopted:  April  24,  2007 


File  No.  2007-06-UFC  Resolution  No.  006-07-UFC 

March  23,  2007 

1  [Incorporation  of  Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the  City  of  San  Francisco  General  Plan] 

2  Resolution  supporting  the  efforts  of  the  Planning  Department  to  incorporate  the 

3  San  Francisco  Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the  General  Plan. 

4 

5  WHEREAS,  Environment  Code,  Chapter  12,  Section  1200(a)  establishes  the 

6  Urban  Forestry  Council;  and, 

7  WHEREAS,  Environment  Code,  Chapter  12,  Section  1202(a)  establishes  the 

8  composition  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  include  one  representative  each  for  the 

9  Director  of  Public  Works,  the  General  Manager  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department, 

10  the  Director  of  the  Planning  Department,  the  Director  of  the  San  Francisco 

1 1  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission; 

12  and, 

13  WHEREAS,  Environment  Code,  Chapter  12,  Sections  1200(c)(1)  and  1204  direct 

14  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  develop  a  comprehensive  Urban  Forest  Plan;  and, 

15  WHEREAS,  The  General  Plan  is  a  long-term,  comprehensive  document  to  guide 

16  improvement  and  future  development  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  and 
n  WHEREAS,  Environment  Code,  Chapter  12,  Section  1204(d)  directs  the  Urban 
is  Forestry  Council  to  work  with  the  Planning  Department  to  incorporate  the  Urban  Forest 

19  Plan  into  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's  General  Plan;  and, 

20  WHEREAS,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  developed  and  approved  an  Urban 

21  Forest  Plan  for  San  Francisco  on  February  28,  2006,  in  collaboration  with  consultant  Dr 

22  Jim  Clark  and  city  staff;  and, 

23  WHEREAS,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  has  stated  its  intention  to  expand  the 

24  scope  and  utility  of  this  plan;  and, 
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1  WHEREAS,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  has  stated  its  intention  to  work  with  the 

2  Planning  Department  on  incorporating  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the  City's  General 

3  Plan;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

4  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  supports  the  efforts  of  the 

5  Planning  Department  to  incorporate  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the  General  Plan;  and 

6  be  it 

7  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  recognizes  the  general 

8  need  for  environmental  design  and  urban  ecology  on  city  streets;  and  be  it 

9  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  urges  the  Civil  Service 

10  Commission  to  support  the  Planning  Department's  request  for  proposals  to  form  an 

1 1  interdisciplinary  team  of  consultants  to  incorporate  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the 

12  General  Plan;  and  be  it 

n  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  contribute  to  the 

14  public  consultation  process  for  incorporating  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  into  the  General 

15  Plan. 

16 

17  I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's 

is  Regular  Meeting  on  March  23,  2007. 

19  14/!^  


20  Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

21 

22  VOTE:  Approved  (12-0)  (3  Absent) 

23  Ayes:  Council  Members  Milne,  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert,  Nervo,  Marks,  Miller,  Quirke, 

24  Sacamano,  Sherk,  Rodgers,  and  Sustarich. 

25  Noes:  None 

26  Absent:  Council  Members  Boss,  Costello  and  Griswold 
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GAVIN  NEWSOM,  MAYOR 
JARED  BLUMENFELD,  DIRECTOR 
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David  Habert 

SF  Redevelopment  Agency 

Susan  Nervo 
SF  Recreation  &  Park  Department 


AnMarie  Rodgers 

SF  Planning  Department 

Paul  Sacamano 

SF  Department  of  Public  Works 


Mark  Sustarich 

SF  Public  Utilities  Commission 


Grace  Ma 
Urban  Forestry  Specialist 

Monica  Fish 
Urban  Forestry  Council  Secretary 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393    E-mail:  SFUrbanForestCouncil@sfgov.org 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 

Order  of  Business 

AGENDA 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER 

2.  ROLL  CALL 

3.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  minutes  of  the  March  23,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  March  23,  2007  Regular  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=58459.) 

4.  INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  Natural  Areas  Management  Plan.  The  Significant 
Natural  Resource  Area  Management  Plan  will  guide  activities  and  site  improvements  for 
native  ecosystems  in  designated  Significant  Natural  Resource  Areas  in  San  Francisco  for 
the  next  twenty  years.  (Explanatory  Document:  Natural  Areas  Management  Plan 

http://www.parks.sfgov.org/site/recpark  index. asp?id=l  896.) 

SPONSOR:  Grace  Ma,  Urban  Forestry  Specialist 
SPEAKER:  Ms.  Lisa  Wayne,  Recreation  and  Park  Department 

5.  DISCUSSION  and  POSSIBLE  ACTION:  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form.  The  Council 
will  consider  and  vote  on  revisions  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form  as 
recommended  by  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  (Explanatory  Document:  Revised 

Nomination  Form  (Word)  http://web1.sfgov.orq/site/uploacledfiles/LandNomApril1107.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Mike  Boss,  Chair,  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

SPEAKER:  Mike  Boss 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  Election  of  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council. 
Council  members  will  elect  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  positions. 

7.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  Staff  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Ms.  Ma  will  provide  updates  on 
UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  funding,  planning,  research, 
outreach,  and  related  activities. 

8.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION.  Council  Secretary  Report.  The  Council  Secretary  will 
provide  updates  on  correspondence  received.  (Explanatory  Documents:  Council  Secretary 
Report  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Members:  (Word), 

http://webi.sfqov.orq/site/upioadedfiies/counciisecReport.doc.  Free  Parking  Policy  Recommendations 

(Word)  http:/Avcbl.sfgov.org/sitc/uploadedr[les/FrecParkingPolicvRecommendations031607.doc;  Mayor's  Office  Letter 

to  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  on  Parking  Reforms  (PDF) 

http://webl  .st'gov.o rg/site/iiploadedtlles/MTA%20Letter.pdf 

9.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

•    Funding  Committee 
Chair 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  May  1,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  11  Grove  Street. 


•    Planning  &  Policy  Committee 
Chair,  Paul  Sacamano 


The  next  meeting  will  be  on  May  17,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 


•    Landmark  Tree  Committee 
Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  May  8,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

10.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council. 

11.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business 

12.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

13.  ADJOURNMENT 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Council  is  limited  to: 

1 .  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlctt  Place. 
San  Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is 
the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location 
are:  #42  Downtown  Loop,  and  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations 
at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system  and  or  alternative  formats  of  the 
agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation. 
Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415) 
554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 


Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554- 
7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required 
by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at: 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  2nd  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  at 

www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Other  Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Department  of 
Environment's  webpage:  www.sfenvironment.com/;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above 
address  or  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of 
a  meeting.  Explanatory  documents  that  are  received  after  posting  of  this  agenda  are  available  on  the  website  or  upon 
request  to  the  Council  Secretary  at  the  contact  information  listed  above. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer 
recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the 
public. 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Posted:  April  20,  2007 


SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form 


Disclaimer:  Any  information  you  include  on  this  form  will  be  part  of  the  public  record.  Anyone 
may  request  to  see  the  information  you  submit  for  a  landmark  tree  nomination.  For  more  legal 
information,  see  the  last  page  of  this  form. 


Who  can  nominate  a  landmark  tree? 

■  An  authorized  nominator  is  a  Supervisor,  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency,  Planning 
Commissioner,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member,  or  property  owner. 

■  The  Board  of  Supervisors,  Planning  Commission,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
and  the  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree. 

■  The  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree  on  property  under  their 
jurisdiction.  City  departments  and  agencies  should  conduct  an  internal  approval  process 
before  nominating  a  tree. 

■  A  property  owner  may  nominate  a  tree  on  his  or  her  property. 

■  A  member  of  the  public  may  ask  an  authorized  nominator  to  nominate  a  tree. 


I  am  one  of  the  following  authorized  nominators 
D       Property  owner 

□  Board  of  Supervisor  member 

□  Head  of  a  city  department  or  agency 

□  Planning  Commission  member 

□  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member 


Please  note  that  a  permit  will  be  required  for  any  future  removal  of  a  landmark  tree. 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  requests 
the  following  information. 

Authorized  nominator  (Supervisor,  Planning  Property  owner: 

Commission,  Landmarks  Advisory  Board, 
Head  of  City  Department,  Property  Owner): 


Name  Name 


Address  Address 


Address  Address 


Phone  (day)  Phone  (day) 


Fax  #  Fax  # 


Email 


Email 


Member  of  the  public  who  initiated  nomination 
(if  applicable): 


Name 
Address 
Address 
Phone  (day) 
Fax  # 
Email 

I  am  an  authorized  nominator  and  I  support  this  nomination. 

 Signature 

 Date 

I  am  the  property  owner  and  I  grant  permission  for  city  staff  to  evaluate  the  nominated  tree  on 
the  property  with  advance  notice. 

 Signature 

 Date 

TREE  DESCRIPTION 

Tree  name  (species  and  common  name):   

Number  of  trees:  

Street  address:   

Location  of  Tree:         □  Front  yard    □  Rear  yard    □  Side  yard     □  Corner-side  yard 

□  Public  right-of-way   □  Public  lands  □  Not  sure 

□  Other:  

GPS  units  (OPTIONAL):   

Height   feet 

Average  canopy  width1   feet 

Circumference  at  chest  level2   inches 

Circumference  at  ground  level3   inches 

1  Distance  from  one  edge  to  opposite  edge  of  tree  canopy 

2  Distance  around  trunk  at  4.5  ft  off  the  ground.  http://www.isa-arbor.com/publications/tree-ord/heritaqe.a5Px 

3  Distance  around  trunk  on  the  ground  where  the  trunk  meets  the  soil. 


The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  use  the  following  criteria  to  evaluate  each  potential  landmark  tree.  If  you 
need  more  space  to  describe  the  tree,  please  attach  additional  sheets. 
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Rarity:  Rare   Uncommon   Common   Other 

Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Comment:  


Size:   Large   Medium   Small 


Notable  size  (height,  diameter,  canopy  width)  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Comment:  


Age:  Significantly  advanced  age  for  this  species  (known  or  estimated). 
Comment:  


Historical  Association:   Yes   None  apparent 

Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes   None  apparent 

Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Neighborhood  appreciation:   Yes   None  apparent 

Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or 
related  to  tree,  etc.  Attach  documentation: 

Describe:  


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:   Yes   No 

Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Describe  contribution:  


Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   Yes   Unknown 

Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  and/or  video  media  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate. 
Describe  coverage:  
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High  traffic  area:   Yes   No 

High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 
Describe:  


Low  tree  density:   Low   Moderate   High 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Describe:  


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes   No 

High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Describe:  


Accessible  from  public  riqht-of-wav:   Yes   No 

High  visibility. 

Describe:  


Important  wildlife  habitat:   Yes   No 

Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential).  Describe  and  be  as  specific  as  possible. 


Interdependent  group  of  trees:   Yes   No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 

Describe:  


Erosion  control:   Yes   No 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion. 

Describe:  


Wind  or  sound  barrier:   Yes   No 

Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise. 

Describe:  
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Prominent  landscape  feature:   Yes   No 

A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 

Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  


Character-defining  form:   Yes   No 

Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Describe:  


Tree  condition:   Good   Poor   Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 

Describe:  


Additional  comments 


If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  form,  tree  terms  or  tree  concepts,  please  contact  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  staff  (below).  It  is  acceptable  if  you  cannot  provide  some  of  the 
information  requested  on  this  form. 

A  photograph  of  the  tree  must  be  submitted  with  this  form. 

Please  attach  optional  supporting  documents  such  as  letters,  arborist  report,  etc. 

Send  to:  Urban  Forestry  Council,  c/o  Grace  Ma,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
OR  grace.ma@sfgov.org 

Any  information  you  submit  will  be  part  of  the  public  record. 

The  Public  Records  Act  defines  a  "public  record"  broadly  to  include  "any  writing  containing  information  relating  to  the  conduct  of  the 
public's  business  prepared,  owned,  used  or  retained  by  any  state  or  local  agency,  regardless  of  the  physical  form  or  characteristics." 
Govt.  Code  §  6252(e).  The  Sunshine  Ordinance  defines  "public  information"  as  the  content  of  "public  records"  as  defined  in  the 
Public  Records  Act.  Admin  Code  §  67.20(b).  Pursuant  to  the  Public  Records  Act  and  Sunshine  Ordinance,  this  document  is  a  public 
record  and  will  be  available  to  the  public  upon  request,  at  the  hearing  site,  at  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  and  on  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council's  website.  Admin  Code  §§  8.16,  67.7  (b),  and  67.21(a). 


Application  received  date 

Received  by 

Tree  evaluation  form 

UFC  recommendation  date 

Board  of  Supervisors  Decision 

Landmark  Tree  # 

Title  recorded  date 
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SF  Environment 


Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 


Mayor 


JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


DATE: 


April  24,  2007 


TO: 


Urban  Forestry  Council  Members 


FROM: 


Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 


RE: 


Correspondence  regarding  City  Parking  Policies  for 
Attendance  at  Task  Force  Meetings 


Mr.  Miguel  Bustos,  Mayor's  Liaison  to  Boards  and  Commissions  has  sent  correspondence  to  all 
Commission  Secretaries  that  applies  to  all  Commissions,  Councils,  and  Task  Forces  on  a 
proposed  new  parking  policy.  Please  review  the  email  and  attached  correspondence  and  email 
me  Monica.Fish@sfaov.org  if  you  have  any  questions.  Links  to  correspondence  are  Free  Parking 
Policy  Recommendations  (Word) 

http://web1.sfgov.orq/site/uploadedf1les/FreeParkinqPolicvRecomrriendatioris031607.doc;  Mayor's  Office  Letter  to  the 

Municipal  Transportation  Agency  on  Parking  Reforms  (PDF) 

http://wep1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/MTA%20Letter.pdf. 

Email  from  Mr.  Miguel  Bustos  on  Proposed  New  Council  Member  Parking  Policy: 

Commissioners, 

I  wanted  to  be  in  touch  with  you  about  a  letter  that  Mayor  Newsom  sent  to  the  Municipal 
Transportation  Authority  (MTA)  yesterday  regarding  recommended  changes  to  its  free  parking 
policies  for  city  representatives. 

Before  the  MTA  Commission  yesterday  was  a  series  of  recommendations  that  would  change 
several  of  the  City's  free  parking  policies  for  city  representatives.  (These  staff  recommendations 
are  attached).  The  Mayor  wrote  a  letter  in  support  of  these  recommendations,  which  he 
believes  are  helpful  toward  ensuring  that  city  policy  is  fair  for  both  its  representatives  and  the 
public.  Additionally,  the  Mayor  asked  the  MTA  to  evaluate  the  costs  and  benefits  of  replacing 
free  parking  benefit  for  those  who  receive  it  when  they  attend  City  Hall  meetings  with  Muni 
fastpasses.  The  Mayor  understands  that  such  a  change  may  or  may  not  be  a  workable  idea  (for 
example,  we  recognize  that  some  Commissioners  must  stay  at  City  Hall  until  late  at  night  for 
public  meetings  and  thus  riding  Muni  is  difficult).  Nevertheless,  the  Mayor  suggested  that  MTA 
evaluate  this  idea  in  the  coming  weeks  and  months  as  it  would  promote  the  city's  Transit  First 
idea,  encourage  transit  ridership  by  city  leaders,  and  may  demonstrate  budgetary  savings. 

Please  call  me  if  you  have  any  questions  (554-6604).  Miguel 


Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1  1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  941  02 
Telephone:  (41  5)  355-3700  •  Fax:  (41  5)  554-6393 
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Office  of  the  Mayor 

City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 


Gavin  Nevvsom 


March  20,  2007 

Chair  James  McCrayJr.  and  Directors, 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Authority 

1  South  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Floor  7 

San  Francisco,  California  94103 

Chair  McCray  and  Directors: 

I  write  this  letter  to  request  your  support  for  comprehensive  parking  reforms  that  will  be 
discussed  at  today's  MTA  meeting  (agenda  item  15).  These  reforms,  which  change  our  city's 
historic  policy  of  providing  free  parking  to  city  representatives,  advance  good-government 
principles  that  will  improve  the  way  our  local  government  operates. 

When  I  took  office  in  2004,  I  reversed  a  long-standing  policy  of  providing  free  parking  at  City 
Hall  for  Mayor's  Office  employees.  Our  office  instead  established  a  monthly  parking  fee  for 
employees.  I  instituted  this  new  policy  out  of  a  strong  belief  that  my  employees  should  not 
receive  preferential  treatment  from  fees  that  all  other  San  Franciscans  have  to  pay.  Such  free 
parking  policies  represent  a  perk  that  provides  privileges  for  some  at  the  expense  of  local 
taxpayers. 

The  recommended  changes  to  historic  parking  fee  practices  that  are  before  you  today  advance 
important  reform.  I  believe  these  practices — however  well-intentioned — have  lacked  fairness 
and  limited  adequate  oversight  of  parking  fees.  I  therefore  agree  with  the  staff s 
recommendations  to  modify  these  policies.  Limiting  free  parking  for  city  representatives  and 
contractors  to  those  circumstances  where  absolutely  necessary  and  appropriate,  as  well  as 
abolishing  the  practice  of  Parking  Authority  employees  signing  off  on  their  own  tickets,  is  long 
overdue. 

I  would  however  ask  that  the  MTA  exceed  the  staff  recommendations  in  one  area.  Currently, 
Commissioners  do  not  have  to  pay  for  parking  in  the  Civic  Center  Garage  while  attending  their 
public  Commission  meetings  in  City  Hall.  In  many  respects  this  makes  sense  since 
Commissioners  spend  hours  per  week  serving  the  public  with  no  salary.  However,  I  would  ask 
the  MTA  to  evaluate  the  costs  and  benefits  of  replacing  this  parking  policy  with  the  provision  of 
a  Muni  fast  pass  to  Commissioners.  Such  a  change  would  serve  to  promote  our  city's  Transit 
First  policy  and  may  demonstrate  budget  savings. 
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I  am  hopeful  that  the  MTA  will  approve  these  policy  changes  and  oversee  their  speedy 
implementation.  Should  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  letter,  please  contact  Miguel 
Bustos  in  my  office  (554-6604  or  Miguel.Bustos@sfgov.org). 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 
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Gavin  Newsom 

cc:  SFMTA  Executive  Director/CEO  Nathaniel  P.  Ford,  Sr. 
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MEMORANDUM 


DATE: 


March  16,  2007 


TO: 


Parking  Authority  Commission 


Rev.  Dr.  James  McCray,  Jr.,  President 
Cameron  Beach,  Commissioner 
Shirley  Breyer  Black,  Commissioner 
Wil  Din,  Commissioner 
Peter  Mezey,  Commissioner 
Tom  Nolan,  Commissioner 
Leah  Shahum,  Commissioner 


SUBJECT:     Free  Parking  Policy  Recommendations 


The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to  provide  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  with  my 
recommendations  for  policies  that  will  address  free  parking  at  Parking  Authority 
administered  facilities.  There  are  nine  categories  for  your  consideration. 

1.  Parking  Authority  Commission 

Current  Practice 

The  Parking  Authority  Commissioners  were  given  free  monthly  access  cards  for  Parking 
Authority  administered  garages.  The  intent  of  distributing  these  monthly  cards  was  to 
encourage  visits  to  the  parking  facilities,  in  order  to  see  first  hand  how  the  program  is 
managed  and  operated. 

Recommendation 

I  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a  policy  to  discontinue  the  use  of 
free  monthly  access  cards  for  all  Parking  Authority  Commissioners. 

2.  Citywide  Commission  Parking  at  the  Civic  Center  Garage 

Current  Practice 

Free  parking  at  the  Civic  Center  Garage  for  all  City  Commissioners  on  the  days  they  meet  for 
commission  meetings  is  a  practice  that  was  implemented  at  the  direction  of  the  previous 
executive  director  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic. 


FROM: 


Ronald  Szeto,  Acting  Director 
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Recommendation 

I  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  extend,  by  policy,  the  privilege  of  free 
parking  at  the  Civic  Center  Garage  for  all  City  Commissioners  while  attending  regularly 
scheduled  or  special  commission  meetings  (not  committee  meetings)  at  City  Hall. 
Furthermore,  the  Parking  Authority  has  benefited  from  this  policy  when  commissioners  report 
problems  that  need  corrective  action. 

3.  Not-For-Profit  Parking  Corporation  Board  of  Directors 

Current  Practice 

The  practice  of  providing  free,  non-restricted,  parking  to  non-profit  garage  board  members  at 
the  parking  garage  where  they  serve  is  a  practice  that  dates  back  to  the  early  1960s. 

Recommendation 

I  recommend,  as  with  the  City's  commissioners,  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission 
extend,  by  policy,  the  privilege  of  free  parking  for  non-profit  board  members  only  during 
regularly  scheduled  or  special  board  meetings  at  the  garage  they  serve.  Furthermore,  the 
Parking  Authority  has  benefited  from  this  policy  when  board  members  report  problems  that 
need  corrective  action. 

4.  Parking  Authority  Staff 

Current  Practice 

The  Parking  Authority  staff  currently  signs-off  all  of  their  tickets  during  official  business. 

Recommendation 

In  an  effort  to  control  sign-off  tickets,  I  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission 
adopt  a  policy  that  will  discontinue  Parking  Authority  staff  from  signing-off  parking  tickets. 
This  practice  shall  be  replaced  with  a  reimbursement  policy. 

5.  City  Hall  and  Other  City  Departments  or  Agencies 

Current  Practice 

From  time  to  time,  the  Mayor's  Office,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  other  City  departments 
or  agencies  request  free  or  reduced  parking  for  some  special  events.  Parking  Authority  staff 
has  accommodated  requests  in  the  past,  mostly  on  a  verbal  basis,  if  such  requests  did  not 
severely  impact  revenues  or  operations. 

Recommendation 

I  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a  policy  that  requires  any  and  all 
parking  requests  from  the  Mayor's  Office,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and/or  other  City 
departments  or  agencies  be  submitted  in  writing  to  the  director  of  the  Parking  Authority  for  his 
or  her  review.  The  director  of  the  Parking  Authority  will  then  forward  the  request,  with  a 
recommendation  either  to  the  Commission  at  the  regular  meeting  if  time  permits  or  to  the 
president  or  his/her  designee  for  final  authorization. 
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6.  City  Employee  Parking 

Past  and  Current  Practices 

In  the  past,  City  departments  or  agencies  were  allowed  free  parking  for  various  garages.  Since 
December  2006,  all  departments  or  agencies  that  were  not  legally  authorized  free  parking  are 
now  invoiced  for  their  parking. 

Recommendation 

I  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a  policy  that  requires  all  City 
employees  and/or  departments  to  pay  for  parking,  except  for  City  employees  or  departments 
that  are  legally  authorized  to  park  for  free.  In  return  for  this  parking  privilege,  each  authorized 
City  employee  will  be  asked  to  complete  a  survey  on  a  semi-annual  basis  to  help  improve  the 
management  and  operation  of  the  parking  facilities.  On  an  annual  basis,  the  director  of  the 
Parking  Authority  will  issue  a  report  identifying  the  utilization  of  the  monthly  access  cards. 

7.  Parking  Management  Firms,  Managers,  and  Attendants 

This  practice  also  dates  back  many  decades  and  must  be  approached  with  a  layered  type  of 
policy,  because  many  individuals  will  be  affected  by  any  policy  restricting  free  parking. 
Initially,  President  McCray  instructed  me  to  eliminate  all  free  parking  for  garage  personnel, 
however  while  reviewing  this  matter;  significant  concerns  arose  indicating  the  policy  may  have 
a  high  negative  effect  on  the  management  and  operations  of  the  parking  facilities. 

Therefore,  I  divided  this  category  into  four  distinct  sub-categories:  (a)  Corporate 
managers/garage  managers/office  personnel,  (b)  Parking  management  firms,  (c)  Substitute  or 
part-time  parking  attendants  and,  (d)  Full-time  parking  attendants: 

(a)  Corporate  Managers,  Garage  Managers,  and  Office  Personnel 

Current  Practice 

The  current  practice  allows  corporate  managers,  garage  managers,  and  office  personnel 
free  parking.  These  workers  are  scheduled  during  normal  business  hours,  and  they  also 
have  access  to  public  transit  as  an  option  for  their  commute  to  and  from  work.  This  sub- 
category is  encouraged  to  use  public  transit  or  alternative  modes  of  transportation. 

Recommendation 

I  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a  policy  requiring  all 
corporate  managers,  garage  managers  and  office  personnel  to  pay  for  parking. 

(b)  Parking  Management  Firms 

Current  Practice 

The  current  practice  allows  free  parking  for  garage  management  firms.  The  management 
firms  routinely  send  office  supervisors  to  their  garages  to  inspect  and  review  the 
management  and  operation  of  the  garages  under  their  jurisdiction.  Supervisors  then  sign- 
off  on  tickets  instead  of  paying  the  parking  charges. 
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Recommendation 

I  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a  policy  that  would 
discontinue  signing-off  tickets,  but  would  allow  management  firms  to  seek  reimbursement 
for  parking  charges  incurred  as  a  result  of  official  business. 

(c)  Substitute  and  Part-Time  Parking  Attendants 

Current  Practice 

The  current  practice  allows  free  parking  for  substitute  and  part-time  parking  attendants. 
Parking  management  firms  routinely  fill  sick  calls  or  vacant  shifts  with  the  use  of 
substitute  or  part-time  parking  attendants.  These  positions  sometimes  are  used  as  fill-in 
shifts  on  short  notice  or  fill-in  schedules.  These  positions  are  vital  for  maintaining 
adequate  staffing  levels  at  anytime  of  the  day  or  week. 

Recommendation 

I  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a  policy  that  requires  the 
parking  management  firm  to  pay  for  its  substitute  or  part-time  parking  attendants'  parking 
charges,  and  then  seek  reimbursement  if  the  parking  charges  are  a  result  of  official 
business. 

(d)  Full-Time  Parking  Attendants 

Current  Practices 

The  current  practice  allows  free  parking  for  full-time  parking  attendants.  This  sub- 
category may  have  the  biggest  negative  impact  on  the  management  and  operations  of  the 
parking  facilities  if  the  privilege  of  free  parking  is  removed.  In  order  to  fully  analyze  the 
potential  impact,  I  sent  surveys  to  the  parking  management  firms  seeking  more  detailed 
information  regarding  the  parking  attendants'  primary  mode  of  transportation  and  their 
reason  for  driving. 

Recommendation 

I  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a  policy  that  would  allow  free 
parking  to  full-time  parking  attendants  until  a  comprehensive  study  is  completed  along 
with  updated  recommendations. 

8.  Service  Vendors 

Current  Practices 

This  is  another  practice  that  dates  back  many  decades  and  presents  a  potential  revenue  loss  to 
the  City.  The  current  practice  allows  contractors  to  park  for  free  while  servicing  the  garage. 

Recommendation 

I  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a  policy  that  would  discontinue 
free  parking  for  service  vendors.  This  policy  will  not  have  a  negative  impact  on  the 
management  and  operations  of  the  parking  facilities,  and  will  be  in  line  with  eliminating  sign- 
off  parking. 
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9.  Customer  Service 

Current  Practice 

The  current  practice  allows  complimentary  free  parking  to  customers  in  certain  circumstances. 
At  the  discretion  of  the  garage  management,  customers  can,  if  management  believes  it  is 
necessary,  have  a  cash  transition  waived.  This  practice  has  been  permitted  in  order  to  improve 
customer  service  or  remedy  an  unforeseen  problem. 

Recommendation 

I  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  Commission  adopt  a  policy  that  requires  parking 
management  firms  to  pay  for  exceptional  transactions  rather  than  canceling  them,  but  they  will 
be  allowed  to  seek  reimbursement.  This  policy  will  not  have  a  negative  impact  on  the 
management  and  operations  of  the  parking  facilities  and  will  be  in  line  with  eliminating  sign- 
off  parking. 

Summary: 

I  believe  that  the  makeover  of  current  practices  that  I  am  proposing  regarding  free  parking 
privileges,  reimbursement,  and  fees  charged  for  Commissioners,  city  workers,  garage  staff, 
vendors,  and  exceptional  transactions  are  fair  and  equitable.  If  these  policies  are  implemented, 
it  will  be  the  first  comprehensive  policy  document  that  addresses  all  nine  categories.  These 
policies  would  define  a  prudent  framework  for  the  Parking  Authority. 

Moreover,  your  executive  action  will  replace  practices  that  I  can  only  assume  were 
implemented  for  various  reasons  of  political  expedience,  miscalculation  or  lack  of  long-term 
planning.  The  recommendations  are  a  result  of  an  extensive  study  and  critical  analysis  of  the 
situation.  Upon  adoption  of  the  recommendations,  they  will  serve  as  a  guideline  for  future 
actions.  These  policies  will  determine  the  present  and  future  uses  of  parking  space  to  be 
administered  with  integrity,  fiscal  responsibility,  and  in  the  best  interest  of  the  public  and 
Parking  Authority  as  an  end  result. 

The  new  policies  will  also  encourage  the  use  of  public  transit  and  other  alternate  modes  of 
transportation.  Moreover,  we  will  also  gain  an  excellent  opportunity  to  improve  our  garages 
and  services  with  the  feedback  and  comments  we  receive  from  the  noted  categories  listed  in 
this  report.  In  short,  the  proposed  changes  remove  outdated  practices,  and  implements  new 
policies  that  will  allow  the  Parking  Authority  to  standardize  its  rules  and  regulations  that 
reflect  sound  judgment  and  "best  practices"  that  are  needed  and  required  for  this  department  to 
continue  as  a  vital  public  entity  and  asset  to  the  City  for  decades  to  come. 
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1.  CALL  TO  ORDER.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:45  p.m. 

2.  ROLL  CALL.  Present:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Griswold, 
Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sherk.  Excused:  Members  Costello,  Habert,  Marks,  Miller,  Sacamano 
and  Sustarich.  Absent:  Member  Boss. 

3.  ACTION:  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  March  23,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke  and  second  by  Member  Nervo,  the  March  23, 
2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Members  Boss,  Costello, 
Habert,  Marks,  Miller,  Sacamano  and  Sustarich).  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes 

Of  the  March  23,  2007  Regular  Meeting  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=58459. ) 

4.  INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  Natural  Areas  Management  Plan.  The  Significant 
Natural  Resource  Area  Management  Plan  will  guide  activities  and  site  improvements  for 
native  ecosystems  in  designated  Significant  Natural  Resource  Areas  in  San  Francisco  for 
the  next  twenty  years.  (Explanatory  Document:  Natural  Areas  Management  Plan 


Ms.  Wayne  presented  background  on  San  Francisco's  natural  areas,  the  program,  and 
planning  efforts.  Topics  discussed  included: 

•  Significant  Natural  Resource  Areas  in  San  Francisco:  31  in  San  Francisco, 
represents  4%  of  overall  acreage  of  San  Francisco.  Total  acreage  of  the  Plan  that  is 
under  the  management  of  the  Natural  Areas  Program  is  1102  acres. 

•  Natural  Resource  Areas  are  remnants  of  San  Francisco's  natural  heritage  and 
include  the  Oak  Woodlands  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  Lacustrine  (lakes),  emerging 
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wetlands  around  the  lakes,  salt  marshes,  fresh  water  wetlands,  Riparian  (creeks), 
sand  dunes  that  contain  locally  significant  plant  species,  grasslands,  rare  plants, 
wildlife,  and  rare  animals. 

•  Natural  Areas  Values:  Natural  resource  values  include  plants,  wildlife,  soil  and 
water  and  human  values  include  recreational,  respite  from  city,  stewardship  and 
environmental  education. 

•  Natural  Area  Program  Functions:  The  program  is  a  division  of  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Department,  staffed  by  gardeners,  volunteer  coordinators,  and  Ms.  Wayne. 
Work  includes  habitat  restoration  (invasive  plant  removal,  re-vegetation),  erosion 
control,  trail  maintenance,  environmental  education,  and  health  and  safety  concerns. 

•  Community  Based  Stewardship:  Since  its  inception,  the  program  is  envisioned  as  a 
community  based  restoration  program  with  volunteers  doing  most  of  the  work. 
Gardening  staff  is  leveraging  their  time  one  to  one  with  volunteer  resources. 

•  Planning  Background:  1991  General  Plan  Open  Space  Element  identified  the  need 
to  protect,  preserve  and  manage  native  plant  communities  and  wildlife  habitat.  In 
1995,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  adopted  a  Significant  Natural 
Resources  Management  Plan  which  further  outlined  the  objectives  on  how  to  protect 
these  areas  and  action  steps.  In  1998,  the  Department  undertook  a  major  planning 
effort,  a  Management  Plan,  that  refines  the  Significant  Natural  Resource  Areas 
Master  Plan. 

•  Management  Plan  History:  Development  of  the  full  plan  began  in  1998;  Citizen  Task 
Force  Draft  was  published  in  2002;  a  Public  Second  Draft  was  published  in  June 
2005;  Final  Draft  produced  in  February  2006  (see  explanatory  document  link 
above).  Public  hearings  and  public  workshops  were  held.  The  document  contains 
about  2700  public  comments  which  were  categorized,  responded  to  and  resulted  in 
a  change  to  the  Plan.  The  Commission  adopted  the  Plan  as  the  project  to  move 
forward  with  for  environmental  review. 

•  Natural  Areas  Management  Plan:  20  year  plan.  It  catalogs  and  surveys  the 
geology,  biology  and  trail  systems  throughout  the  1100  acres.  It  guides 
management  and  capital  improvement  projects  so  it  identifies  actions  and 
recommendations  for  implementation  for  both  staff  as  well  as  for  capital  projects  and 
prioritizes  those  projects. 

•  Management  Areas:  There  are  three  types  of  management  areas  of  which  all  the 
lands  of  natural  areas  are  broken  into.  Management  Areas  (MA)  1  is  the  most 
sensitive  portion  of  the  landscape,  Management  Areas  2  is  in  between,  and 
Management  Areas  3  is  the  least  sensitive.  These  areas  are  used  to  prioritize  staff 
time,  identify  outside  resources  and  funding,  and  as  a  way  to  plan  where 
recreational  uses  would  be  located.  More  active  recreational  uses  would  go  in  MA3 
areas.  More  restrictions  on  recreational  areas  would  go  in  MA1  areas.  MA1  and 
MA2  areas  are  the  core  of  the  habitat  restoration  efforts.  The  MA3  areas  would  be 
of  interest  to  the  Council  because  they  contain  the  urban  forest. 
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•  Trees  and  Vegetation:  Recommendations  in  the  Plan  for  trees  and  vegetation  is  for 
a  reintroduction  of  sensitive  species  in  MA1  and  MA2  areas.  It  identifies  actions  to 
reduce  invasive  plant  cover  (including  eucalyptus  trees)  and  tree  removal  for  the 
purposes  of  restoration  and  habitat  enhancement  in  just  the  MA1  and  MA2  areas. 

Re-vegetation  in  MA1  and  MA2  districts:  where  invasive  species  are  removed,  200 
trees  a  year  would  be  planted,  for  a  total  of  4,000  trees,  primarily  native  trees. 
In  MA3  areas  where  most  of  the  Urban  Forest  is,  the  recommendations  align  with 
the  Urban  Forest  Plan  in  terms  of  removal  of  unsafe  trees,  diversification  of  the 
urban  forest  and  allowing  for  eucalyptus  regeneration. 

Trees  to  be  removed  under  the  Plan  in  San  Francisco:  Out  of  a  total  of  64,000 
existing  trees  in  the  urban  forests  and  natural  areas,  the  plan  identifies  3400  for 
removal  for  conservation  purposes  to  restore  or  protect  the  grasslands  and  native 
landscapes  (95%  of  trees  to  remain). 

Trees  to  be  removed  under  the  Plan  in  Pacifica:  Ms.  Wayne  explained  that  Sharp 
Park  in  Pacifica  is  quite  a  rich  eco  system,  and  so  the  eucalyptus  tree  removal  is 
much  more  rigorous.  Out  of  a  total  of  54,000  trees,  the  plan  identifies  15,000  for 
removal  with  72,000  remaining  in  the  canyon  above  the  golf  course. 

•  Public  Process:  Through  a  public  draft,  a  number  of  community  workshops,  and 
scientific  review,  a  Plan  has  been  produced  that  the  Commission  has  approved  to 
move  forward  with  for  environmental  review.  Ms.  Wayne  stated  that  they  are  in  the 
process  of  identifying  a  consultant  and  will  be  performing  the  environmental  review. 
Public  workshops  and  public  input  are  to  be  scheduled  prior  to  adoption  of  the  plan. 
The  environmental  document  and  plans  will  then  be  brought  to  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Commission  and  the  Planning  Commission  for  adoption. 

Member  Cohen  asked  if  tree  removal  has  ceased  until  the  Plan  is  adopted.  Ms.  Wayne 
explained  that  their  priority  is  to  address  health  and  safety  surrounding  trees  until  they  reach 
the  planning  process.  There  would  not  be  any  large  healthy  trees  that  would  be  removed 
without  posting  and  the  regular  process.  Member  Cohen  asked  if  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  would  not  be  abiding  by  the  Landmark  and  Significant  Tree  Ordinance.  Ms. 
Wayne  stated  that  to  her  knowledge  that  is  correct,  but  it  was  stated  that  the  only  large  trees 
that  would  be  removed  at  this  time  would  be  for  health  and  safety. 

Member  Cohen  asked  if  it  was  anticipated  that  the  tree  grove  in  Bernal  Hill  would  become  a 
habitat  for  owls.  Ms.  Wayne  stated  that  area  is  an  MA3  area  and  will  be  managed  for 
wildlife  and  stated  that  gray  horned  owls  are  common  within  the  urban  forests  in  San 
Francisco.  Member  Cohen  expressed  her  concern  that  the  Natural  Areas  Program  is  not 
working  interdepartmentally  with  other  things  that  are  going  on  in  the  City,  for  example  there 
was  no  one  from  the  program  present  to  try  to  help  save  the  oldest  native  Valley  Oak  tree  in 
San  Francisco  that  was  recently  cut  down.  Ms.  Wayne  stated  that  she  did  not  know  if  that 
type  of  advocacy  is  within  the  scope  of  the  NAP. 

Member  Rodgers  indicated  that  she  does  not  know  of  any  landmark  trees  that  are  in  natural 
areas  currently,  but  a  list  could  be  produced  that  the  NAP  could  consult.  Ms.  Wayne  was 
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asked  if  she  would  follow  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  for  a  nominated  or  existing 
landmark  tree  under  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department's  jurisdiction.  Ms.  Wayne  stated 
that  she  would  follow  the  Ordinance  and  requested  a  list  of  trees.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist 
Ma  stated  that  she  is  not  aware  of  any  trees  under  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department's 
jurisdiction  that  have  landmark  status  at  this  time. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Jake  Sigg,  retired  employee  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department, 
discussed  a  1980  grant  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  do  the  City's  first 
assessment  of  street  trees.  It  was  stated  that  Ms.  Gravanis  was  hired  to  do  the  assessment. 
The  following  year,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  was  formed  and  Ms.  Gravanis  was  the 
Executive  Director  of  the  program,  and  Mr.  Sigg  was  on  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee 
for  many  years.  Mr.  Sigg  discussed  the  phrase  "no  net  loss  of  trees"  and  stated  that  he 
wants  to  see  more  street  trees  in  the  City,  but  that  the  trees  in  wild  areas  require 
management  to  maintain  biological  diversity  and  there  should  be  a  net  loss  because  of 
adverse  conditions,  e.g.  eucalyptus  trees  on  Mount  Davidson  that  are  growing  much  too 
thickly  and  are  not  a  natural  forest,  ivy  and  blackberry  on  the  eucalyptus  that  are  a  threat  to 
regeneration.  Mr.  Sigg  stated  that  the  objective  of  the  Natural  Areas  Program  was  not  to 
clear  cut  the  forest,  but  to  manage  it  for  diversity  and  under-story. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  stated  that  the  Natural  Areas  Program  defines  an 
urban  forest  as  "any  significant  stand  of  non-indigenous  trees"  and  defines  a  tree  as  a  plant 
having  one  vertical  dominant  trunk  that  is  over  15  feet  tall.  Seedlings  and  saplings  are 
young  trees  less  than  15  feet  tall  and  are  not  included  in  any  of  the  calculations  of  the 
number  of  trees  within  natural  areas,  trees  to  be  removed,  or  basil  area  because  they  are 
not  considered  trees.  Ms.  Wuerfel  discussed  the  definitional  differences  between  what  the 
NAP  program  deals  with  and  what  the  Plan  deals  with.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  the  Council 
has  been  told  that  there  will  be  over  3400  trees  in  San  Francisco  that  will  be  removed,  which 
accounts  only  for  trees  that  are  over  15  feet  tall.  Ms.  Wuerfel  produced  a  list  that  identifies 
the  location  of  some  of  these  trees. 

Ms.  Wuerfel  also  expressed  her  concerns  with  clear  cutting  of  trees  at  Mount  Davidson  and 
other  natural  areas  and  stated  that  volunteers  are  not  taking  part  in  preservation  of  trees. 
Ms  Wuerfel  discussed  page  6  of  the  forestry  document,  that  states  "the  goal  in  most  of  the 
MA1  and  MA2  area  stands  in  Sharp  Park  is  the  same  as  for  the  natural  areas  within  San 
Francisco:  the  eventual  conversion  of  invasive  forests  into  grasslands  and  scrub."  Ms. 
Wuerfel  stated  that  she  would  embrace  the  program  if  they  could  figure  out  a  way  not  to  cut 
down  the  trees  simply  because  they  want  the  land  the  trees  stand  on.  The  importance  of 
tree  maintenance  was  discussed  and  it  was  asked  that  volunteers  remove  the  cape  ivy  from 
the  eucalyptus  trees.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  the  Natural  Areas  Program  should  embrace 
the  word  canopy  as  part  of  their  mandate  and  mantra  and  goals  should  be  aligned  with  the 
rest  of  the  City. 

Member  Blair  stated  that  at  a  Natural  Areas  Advisory  Committee  meeting,  Stanford's  Dr. 
Joan  Rufgard,  scientist,  stated  that  the  natural  areas  is  a  highly  interventious  view  of 
resource  management  that  is  not  viable  ecologically,  economically,  or  culturally.  Ms. 
Wuerfel  stated  that  Ms.  Rufgard  wrote  a  letter  with  those  statements  to  PROSAC,  the  Open 
Space  Committee,  in  which  she  is  a  member  of.  Member  Blair  stated  that  there  was  another 
quote  from  Mr.  Arthur  Shapiro,  professor  of  evolution,  ecology  and  entomology  from 
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University  of  California  (UC)  Davis  stating  that  the  Natural  Areas  Program  has  its  place  and 
has  to  be  kept  in  its  place.  It  cannot  be  allowed  to  trump  the  clear  preference  of  parkland 
users  in  San  Francisco.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  has  attended  lectures  where  Mr. 
Shapiro  has  made  these  statements.  Member  Blair  stated  that  she  has  been  involved  with 
many  protests  in  relation  to  NAP's  objectives  and  expressed  concern  with  the  program 
stripping  many  of  the  trees  and  not  maintaining  newly  planted  trees.  Member  Blair  also 
expressed  her  concern  with  the  effectiveness  of  the  NAP  program,  e.g.  lack  of  volunteers  to 
perform  maintenance  and  lack  of  funding  and  public  support. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Steven  Chapman,  Sierra  Club,  expressed  support  for  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council's  work  especially  with  regard  to  street  trees.  Mr.  Chapman  stated  that  the 
Sierra  Club  supports  the  Natural  Areas  Program  and  the  larger  urban  forest  concept  and 
would  like  to  see  all  parties  work  together  towards  a  collaborative,  consensus  approach. 

Member  Sherk  stated  that  there  are  opportunities  for  collaboration  on  development  of 
natural  areas  in  conjunction  with  the  Street  Tree  and  Better  Streets  Program.  It  was  stated 
that  when  possible,  streets  should  be  configured  so  they  become  places  for  people  outside 
and  inside  of  cars  and  suggested  looking  at  underground  creeks  and  dry  tolerant  spaces 
where  they  exist.  It  was  recommended  that  native  species  be  chosen  as  much  as  possible 
in  order  to  expand  natural  areas  within  urban  spaces.  Member  Sherk  stated  that  in  an  urban 
environment,  we  should  look  at  the  total  picture  of  what  is  natural  and  include  people  and 
technology  and  then  figure  out  opportunities  that  are  supportive  of  all  of  the  different  issues 
that  people  have.  Member  Sherk  recommended  that  a  lot  of  trees  be  planted  and  stated 
that  she  likes  native  trees  and  under  story  plant  communities  and  invited  Council  members 
to  view  plantings  along  urbanized  environments. 

5.  DISCUSSION  and  POSSIBLE  ACTION:  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form.  The  Council 
will  consider  and  vote  on  revisions  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form  as 
recommended  by  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  (Explanatory  Document:  Revised 

Nomination  Form  (Word)  http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/LandNomApril1107.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Mike  Boss,  Chair,  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

SPEAKER:  Mike  Boss 

Chair  Milne  suggested  that  this  item  be  continued  to  the  May  meeting  for  Member  Boss  to 
make  a  presentation  on  the  revised  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form. 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  Election  of  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council. 
Council  members  will  elect  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  positions.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  at  the 
April  meeting,  nominations  were  made  to  reelect  Chair  Milne  for  Chair  and  Vice-Chair 
Quirke  for  Vice-Chair.  Chair  Milne  and  Vice-Chair  Quirke  were  reelected  without  objection. 

7.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  Staff  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Ms.  Ma  provided  updates  on 
UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  funding,  planning,  research, 
outreach,  and  related  activities. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  reported  that  there  were  two  landmark  tree  nominations  before 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  today  (1)  the  Coast  Live  Oak  at  2028  Rosemont  Place,  and  (2)  the 
California  Buckeye  at  730  28th  Avenue.   Both  of  those  nominations  were  passed  by  the 
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Board  and  are  the  first  landmark  trees  that  have  made  it  through  the  landmark  process. 
Member  Blair  clarified  that  the  trees  will  be  on  the  Board  of  Supervisors  agenda  for  a 
second  reading. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  reported  that  she  is  requesting  funding  to  reprint  the  tree 
pruning  brochure  for  the  general  public  in  the  next  fiscal  year  and  will  be  reprinting  the 
general  urban  forestry  brochure  in  the  next  month  or  two  if  funding  is  approved.  Ms.  Ma 
discussed  her  conversation  with  Mr.  Daniel  Sider,  Greening  Director  about  wanting  to  reprint 
and  develop  more  outreach  materials  for  the  Council,  which  also  requires  additional  funding. 
Member  Cohen  asked  if  there  is  a  recycled  logo  on  the  Department  of  the  Environment's 
tree  brochure.  Ms.  Ma  clarified  that  all  of  the  brochures  are  printed  on  recycled  paper.  Vice- 
Chair  Quirke  asked  if  it  would  be  wise  for  the  Council  to  advocate  for  brochure  funding. 

Council  membership  was  discussed.  It  was  advised  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  appoints 
eight  seats  on  the  Council,  in  which  six  of  the  current  eight  Board-appointed  members 
applied  for  reappointment.  The  Rules  Committee  supported  the  reappointment  of  the  six 
applicants  and  appointments  were  forwarded  to  the  full  Board  for  their  vote.  It  was  stated 
that  the  Council's  GGNRA  representative  did  not  reapply  and  Member  Costello  did  not 
submit  his  paperwork,  but  members  can  continue  to  serve  on  the  Council  until  they  are 
replaced  or  reappointed.  Ms.  Ma  indicated  that  a  letter  had  been  received  from  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  Department  Head  reappointing  Member  Sacamano,  but  that  he 
had  indicated  that  Ms.  Carla  Short  would  be  representing  the  Department  of  Public  Works  in 
May. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Wuerfel  asked  what  amount  would  be  required  to  produce  the 
publications  and  whether  it  would  be  under  or  above  $10,000.  Ms.  Ma  stated  that  the 
required  amount  should  be  under  $10,000.  Ms.  Wuerfel  offered  to  advocate  for  annual 
funding  from  either  Outreach,  who  she  stated  are  very  well  funded  to  take  on  this  effort  or 
from  the  contributions  from  other  City  departments  that  fund  the  Department. 

8.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION.  Council  Secretary  Report.  The  Council  Secretary  will 
provide  updates  on  correspondence  received.  (Explanatory  Documents:  Council  Secretary 
Report  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Members:  (Word), 

http://webi.sfqov.org/site/upioadedfiies/counciisecReport.doc.  Free  Parking  Policy  Recommendations 

(Word)  httD://webl.sfgov.org/site/uDloadetiriles/F reeParkingPolicvRecommcndations031607.doc;  Mayor's  Office  Letter 

to  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  on  Parking  Reforms  (PDF) 

http://webl  .sfgov.org/site/up1oadedfiles/MTA%20Letter.pdf 

Council  Secretary  Monica  Fish  was  not  present  at  this  meeting.  Chair  Milne  explained  that 
the  intent  is  to  not  offer  Council  Members  free  parking  privileges  to  attend  Council  meetings 
in  the  future.  Final  action  has  not  been  taken  on  this  item. 

9.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

•    Funding  Committee 

Council  Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Funding  Committee  did  not  meet  in  March. 
The  next  meeting  will  be  on  May  1 ,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 
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•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee 

Chair,  Paul  Sacamano  was  not  present  to  give  a  report.  Council  Chair  Milne 
stated  that  the  Committee  did  not  meet  in  April.  Planning  Committee  Member 
Quirke  reported  that  landmark  tree  incentives  will  be  discussed  at  the  May 
meeting. 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  May  17,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  11  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

Chair  Mike  Boss  was  not  present  to  give  a  report.  Council  Chair  Milne  reported 
that  the  item  that  was  forwarded  to  the  Council  on  the  Landmark  Tree 
Nomination  Form  was  continued  to  the  May  Council  meeting. 

Member  Blair  indicated  that  she  was  advised  that  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest 
(FUF)  had  a  list  200  recommended  trees.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  stated 
that  Member  Sacamano's  recommendation  was  to  select  eleven  trees  from 
FUF's  recommended  list,  and  that  he  would  assess  those  trees  for  landmark  tree 
status. 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  May  8,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

10.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Chair  Milne 
announced  that  he  would  not  be  available  for  the  May  25  Council  meeting  and  asked 
Council  Members  to  respond  to  the  Council  Secretary  with  a  quorum  check.  Chair  Milne 
stated  that  he  spoke  to  Supervisor  Peskin's  office  about  making  a  Supervisor's  Certificate  to 
hand  out  to  people  connected  with  landmark  trees  and  now  that  there  are  two  official 
landmark  trees,  he  will  see  what  can  be  generated  from  the  City.  Chair  Milne  suggested 
that  the  Council  prepare  a  commendation  letter  to  Member  Sacamano  for  having  helped 
start  the  Council,  chairing  the  Planning  Committee,  and  all  of  the  work  that  he  and  his 
Department  have  done. 

11.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business.  Member  Cohen  stated  that  Member 
Sacamano's  contribution  has  been  monumental.  Member  Cohen  expressed  her  concern 
that  Ms.  Wayne  and  the  public  perceive  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  be  just  about  street 
trees  and  not  the  whole  San  Francisco  landscape  and  questioned  what  the  perception  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department,  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  and  the  Natural  Areas  Program 
is.  Member  Cohen  asked  that  a  discussion  be  held  at  a  future  meeting  about  the  City's 
perception  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and  the  urban  forest. 

12.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public 
comment  at  this  time. 

13.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  6:58  p.m. 
Respectfully  submitted  by, 


Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 
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URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 

APPROVED  MINUTES 

Tuesday,  April  24,  2007  at  5:30  p.m. 

City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


CALL  TO  ORDER.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:45  p.m. 

ROLL  CALL.  Present:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Griswold, 
Nervo,  Rodgers,  and  Sherk.  Excused:  Members  Costello,  Habert,  Marks,  Miller,  Sacamano 
and  Sustarich.  Absent:  Member  Boss. 

ACTION:  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  March  23,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular 
Meeting.  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke  and  second  by  Member  Nervo,  the  March  23, 
2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Members  Boss,  Costello, 
Habert,  Marks,  Miller,  Sacamano  and  Sustarich).  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes 

Of  the  March  23,  2007  Regular  Meeting  http://sfaov.org/site/sfenvironment  paae.asp?id=58459. ) 

INFORMATIONAL  PRESENTATION:  Natural  Areas  Management  Plan.  The  Significant 
Natural  Resource  Area  Management  Plan  will  guide  activities  and  site  improvements  for 
native  ecosystems  in  designated  Significant  Natural  Resource  Areas  in  San  Francisco  for 
the  next  twenty  years.  (Explanatory  Document:  Natural  Areas  Management  Plan 

http://www.parks.sfeov.org/site'recpark_index.asp?id=1896.) 

SPONSOR:  Grace  Ma,  Urban  Forestry  Specialist 
SPEAKER:  Ms.  Lisa  Wayne,  Recreation  and  Park  Department 

Ms.  Wayne  presented  background  on  San  Francisco's  natural  areas,  the  program,  and 
planning  efforts.  Topics  discussed  included: 

•  Significant  Natural  Resource  Areas  in  San  Francisco:  31  in  San  Francisco, 
represents  4%  of  overall  acreage  of  San  Francisco.  Total  acreage  of  the  Plan  that  is 
under  the  management  of  the  Natural  Areas  Program  is  1 102  acres. 

•  Natural  Resource  Areas  are  remnants  of  San  Francisco's  natural  heritage  and 
include  the  Oak  Woodlands  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  Lacustrine  (lakes),  emerging 
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wetlands  around  the  lakes,  salt  marshes,  fresh  water  wetlands,  Riparian  (creeks), 
sand  dunes  that  contain  locally  significant  plant  species,  grasslands,  rare  plants, 
wildlife,  and  rare  animals. 

•  Natural  Areas  Values:  Natural  resource  values  include  plants,  wildlife,  soil  and 
water  and  human  values  include  recreational,  respite  from  city,  stewardship  and 
environmental  education. 

•  Natural  Area  Program  Functions:  The  program  is  a  division  of  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Department,  staffed  by  gardeners,  volunteer  coordinators,  and  Ms.  Wayne. 
Work  includes  habitat  restoration  (invasive  plant  removal,  re-vegetation),  erosion 
control,  trail  maintenance,  environmental  education,  and  health  and  safety  concerns. 

•  Community  Based  Stewardship:  Since  its  inception,  the  program  is  envisioned  as  a 
community  based  restoration  program  with  volunteers  doing  most  of  the  work. 
Gardening  staff  is  leveraging  their  time  one  to  one  with  volunteer  resources. 

•  Planning  Background:  1991  General  Plan  Open  Space  Element  identified  the  need 
to  protect,  preserve  and  manage  native  plant  communities  and  wildlife  habitat.  In 
1995,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  adopted  a  Significant  Natural 
Resources  Management  Plan  which  further  outlined  the  objectives  on  how  to  protect 
these  areas  and  action  steps.  In  1998,  the  Department  undertook  a  major  planning 
effort,  a  Management  Plan,  that  refines  the  Significant  Natural  Resource  Areas 
Master  Plan. 

•  Management  Plan  History:  Development  of  the  full  plan  began  in  1998;  Citizen  Task 
Force  Draft  was  published  in  2002;  a  Public  Second  Draft  was  published  in  June 
2005;  Final  Draft  produced  in  February  2006  (see  explanatory  document  link 
above).  Public  hearings  and  public  workshops  were  held.  The  document  contains 
about  2700  public  comments  which  were  categorized,  responded  to  and  resulted  in 
a  change  to  the  Plan.  The  Commission  adopted  the  Plan  as  the  project  to  move 
forward  with  for  environmental  review. 

•  Natural  Areas  Management  Plan:  20  year  plan.  It  catalogs  and  surveys  the 
geology,  biology  and  trail  systems  throughout  the  1100  acres.  It  guides 
management  and  capital  improvement  projects  so  it  identifies  actions  and 
recommendations  for  implementation  for  both  staff  as  well  as  for  capital  projects  and 
prioritizes  those  projects. 

•  Management  Areas:  There  are  three  types  of  management  areas  of  which  all  the 
lands  of  natural  areas  are  broken  into.  Management  Areas  (MA)  1  is  the  most 
sensitive  portion  of  the  landscape,  Management  Areas  2  is  in  between,  and 
Management  Areas  3  is  the  least  sensitive.  These  areas  are  used  to  prioritize  staff 
time,  identify  outside  resources  and  funding,  and  as  a  way  to  plan  where 
recreational  uses  would  be  located.  More  active  recreational  uses  would  go  in  MA3 
areas.  More  restrictions  on  recreational  areas  would  go  in  MA1  areas.  MA1  and 
MA2  areas  are  the  core  of  the  habitat  restoration  efforts.  The  MA3  areas  would  be 
of  interest  to  the  Council  because  they  contain  the  urban  forest. 
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•  Trees  and  Vegetation:  Recommendations  in  the  Plan  for  trees  and  vegetation  is  for 
a  reintroduction  of  sensitive  species  in  MA1  and  MA2  areas.  It  identifies  actions  to 
reduce  invasive  plant  cover  (including  eucalyptus  trees)  and  tree  removal  for  the 
purposes  of  restoration  and  habitat  enhancement  in  just  the  MA1  and  MA2  areas. 

Re-vegetation  in  MA1  and  MA2  districts:  where  invasive  species  are  removed,  200 
trees  a  year  would  be  planted,  for  a  total  of  4,000  trees,  primarily  native  trees. 
In  MA3  areas  where  most  of  the  Urban  Forest  is,  the  recommendations  align  with 
the  Urban  Forest  Plan  in  terms  of  removal  of  unsafe  trees,  diversification  of  the 
urban  forest  and  allowing  for  eucalyptus  regeneration. 

Trees  to  be  removed  under  the  Plan  in  San  Francisco:  Out  of  a  total  of  64,000 
existing  trees  in  the  urban  forests  and  natural  areas,  the  plan  identifies  3400  for 
removal  for  conservation  purposes  to  restore  or  protect  the  grasslands  and  native 
landscapes  (95%  of  trees  to  remain). 

Trees  to  be  removed  under  the  Plan  in  Pacifica:  Ms.  Wayne  explained  that  Sharp 
Park  in  Pacifica  is  quite  a  rich  eco  system,  and  so  the  eucalyptus  tree  removal  is 
much  more  rigorous.  Out  of  a  total  of  54,000  trees,  the  plan  identifies  15,000  for 
removal  with  72%  remaining  in  the  canyon  above  the  golf  course. 

•  Public  Process:  Through  a  public  draft,  a  number  of  community  workshops,  and 
scientific  review,  a  Plan  has  been  produced  that  the  Commission  has  approved  to 
move  forward  with  for  environmental  review.  Ms.  Wayne  stated  that  they  are  in  the 
process  of  identifying  a  consultant  and  will  be  performing  the  environmental  review. 
Public  workshops  and  public  input  are  to  be  scheduled  prior  to  adoption  of  the  plan. 
The  environmental  document  and  plans  will  then  be  brought  to  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Commission  and  the  Planning  Commission  for  adoption. 

Member  Cohen  asked  if  tree  removal  has  ceased  until  the  Plan  is  adopted.  Ms.  Wayne 
explained  that  their  priority  is  to  address  health  and  safety  surrounding  trees  until  they  reach 
the  planning  process.  There  would  not  be  any  large  healthy  trees  that  would  be  removed 
without  posting  and  the  regular  process.  Member  Cohen  asked  if  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  would  not  be  abiding  by  the  Landmark  and  Significant  Tree  Ordinance.  Ms. 
Wayne  stated  that  to  her  knowledge  that  is  correct,  but  it  was  stated  that  the  only  large  trees 
that  would  be  removed  at  this  time  would  be  for  health  and  safety. 

Member  Cohen  asked  if  it  was  anticipated  that  the  tree  grove  in  Bernal  Hill  would  become  a 
habitat  for  owls.  Ms.  Wayne  stated  that  area  is  an  MA3  area  and  will  be  managed  for 
wildlife  and  stated  that  gray  horned  owls  are  common  within  the  urban  forests  in  San 
Francisco.  Member  Cohen  expressed  her  concern  that  the  Natural  Areas  Program  is  not 
working  interdepartmentally  with  other  things  that  are  going  on  in  the  City,  for  example  there 
was  no  one  from  the  program  present  to  try  to  help  save  the  oldest  native  Valley  Oak  tree  in 
San  Francisco  that  was  recently  cut  down.  Ms.  Wayne  stated  that  she  did  not  know  if  that 
type  of  advocacy  is  within  the  scope  of  the  NAP. 

Member  Rodgers  indicated  that  she  does  not  know  of  any  landmark  trees  that  are  in  natural 
areas  currently,  but  a  list  could  be  produced  that  the  NAP  could  consult.  Ms.  Wayne  was 
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asked  if  she  would  follow  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  for  a  nominated  or  existing 
landmark  tree  under  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department's  jurisdiction.  Ms.  Wayne  stated 
that  she  would  follow  the  Ordinance  and  requested  a  list  of  trees.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist 
Ma  stated  that  she  is  not  aware  of  any  trees  under  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department's 
jurisdiction  that  have  landmark  status  at  this  time. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Jake  Sigg,  retired  employee  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department, 
discussed  a  1980  grant  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  to  do  the  City's  first 
assessment  of  street  trees.  It  was  stated  that  Ms.  Gravanis  was  hired  to  do  the  assessment. 
The  following  year,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  was  formed  and  Ms.  Gravanis  was  the 
Executive  Director  of  the  program,  and  Mr.  Sigg  was  on  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee 
for  many  years.  Mr.  Sigg  discussed  the  phrase  "no  net  loss  of  trees"  and  stated  that  he 
wants  to  see  more  street  trees  in  the  City,  but  that  the  trees  in  wild  areas  require 
management  to  maintain  biological  diversity  and  there  should  be  a  net  loss  because  of 
adverse  conditions,  e.g.  eucalyptus  trees  on  Mount  Davidson  that  are  growing  much  too 
thickly  and  are  not  a  natural  forest,  ivy  and  blackberry  on  the  eucalyptus  that  are  a  threat  to 
regeneration.  Mr.  Sigg  stated  that  the  objective  of  the  Natural  Areas  Program  was  not  to 
clear  cut  the  forest,  but  to  manage  it  for  diversity  and  under-story. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Nancy  Wuerfel  stated  that  the  Natural  Areas  Program  defines  an 
urban  forest  as  "any  significant  stand  of  non-indigenous  trees"  and  defines  a  tree  as  a  plant 
having  one  vertical  dominant  trunk  that  is  over  15  feet  tall.  Seedlings  and  saplings  are 
young  trees  less  than  15  feet  tall  and  are  not  included  in  any  of  the  calculations  of  the 
number  of  trees  within  natural  areas,  trees  to  be  removed,  or  basil  area  because  they  are 
not  considered  trees.  Ms.  Wuerfel  discussed  the  definitional  differences  between  what  the 
NAP  program  deals  with  and  what  the  Plan  deals  with.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  the  Council 
has  been  told  that  there  will  be  over  3400  trees  in  San  Francisco  that  will  be  removed,  which 
accounts  only  for  trees  that  are  over  15  feet  tall.  Ms.  Wuerfel  produced  a  list  that  identifies 
the  location  of  some  of  these  trees. 

Ms.  Wuerfel  also  expressed  her  concerns  with  clear  cutting  of  trees  at  Mount  Davidson  and 
other  natural  areas  and  stated  that  volunteers  are  not  taking  part  in  preservation  of  trees. 
Ms  Wuerfel  discussed  page  6  of  the  forestry  document,  that  states  "the  goal  in  most  of  the 
MA1  and  MA2  area  stands  in  Sharp  Park  is  the  same  as  for  the  natural  areas  within  San 
Francisco:  the  eventual  conversion  of  invasive  forests  into  grasslands  and  scrub."  Ms. 
Wuerfel  stated  that  she  would  embrace  the  program  if  they  could  figure  out  a  way  not  to  cut 
down  the  trees  simply  because  they  want  the  land  the  trees  stand  on.  The  importance  of 
tree  maintenance  was  discussed  and  it  was  asked  that  volunteers  remove  the  cape  ivy  from 
the  eucalyptus  trees.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  the  Natural  Areas  Program  should  embrace 
the  word  canopy  as  part  of  their  mandate  and  mantra  and  goals  should  be  aligned  with  the 
rest  of  the  City. 

Member  Blair  stated  that  at  a  Natural  Areas  Advisory  Committee  meeting,  Stanford's  Dr. 
Joan  Roughgarden,  scientist,  stated  that  the  natural  areas  is  a  highly  interventious  view  of 
resource  management  that  is  not  viable  ecologically,  economically,  or  culturally.  Ms. 
Wuerfel  stated  that  Ms.  Roughgarden  wrote  a  letter  with  those  statements  to  PROSAC,  the 
Open  Space  Committee,  in  which  she  is  a  member  of.  Member  Blair  stated  that  there  was 
another  quote  from  Mr.  Arthur  Shapiro,  professor  of  evolution,  ecology  and  entomology  from 
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University  of  California  (UC)  Davis  stating  that  the  Natural  Areas  Program  has  its  place  and 
has  to  be  kept  in  its  place.  It  cannot  be  allowed  to  trump  the  clear  preference  of  parkland 
users  in  San  Francisco.  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  has  attended  lectures  where  Mr. 
Shapiro  has  made  these  statements.  Member  Blair  stated  that  she  has  been  involved  with 
many  protests  in  relation  to  NAP's  objectives  and  expressed  concern  with  the  program 
stripping  many  of  the  trees  and  not  maintaining  newly  planted  trees.  Member  Blair  also 
expressed  her  concern  with  the  effectiveness  of  the  NAP  program,  e.g.  lack  of  volunteers  to 
perform  maintenance  and  lack  of  funding  and  public  support. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Steven  Chapman,  Sierra  Club,  expressed  support  for  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council's  work  especially  with  regard  to  street  trees.  Mr.  Chapman  stated  that  the 
Sierra  Club  supports  the  Natural  Areas  Program  and  the  larger  urban  forest  concept  and 
would  like  to  see  all  parties  work  together  towards  a  collaborative,  consensus  approach. 

Member  Sherk  stated  that  there  are  opportunities  for  collaboration  on  development  of 
natural  areas  in  conjunction  with  the  Street  Tree  and  Better  Streets  Program.  It  was  stated 
that  when  possible,  streets  should  be  configured  so  they  become  places  for  people  outside 
and  inside  of  cars  and  suggested  looking  at  underground  creeks  and  dry  tolerant  spaces 
where  they  exist.  It  was  recommended  that  native  species  be  chosen  as  much  as  possible 
in  order  to  expand  natural  areas  within  urban  spaces.  Member  Sherk  stated  that  in  an  urban 
environment,  we  should  look  at  the  total  picture  of  what  is  natural  and  include  people  and 
technology  and  then  figure  out  opportunities  that  are  supportive  of  all  of  the  different  issues 
that  people  have.  Member  Sherk  recommended  that  a  lot  of  trees  be  planted  and  stated 
that  she  likes  native  trees  and  under  story  plant  communities  and  invited  Council  members 
to  view  plantings  along  urbanized  environments. 

5.  DISCUSSION  and  POSSIBLE  ACTION:  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form.  The  Council 
will  consider  and  vote  on  revisions  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form  as 
recommended  by  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  (Explanatory  Document:  Revised 

Nomination  Form  (Word)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/LandNomApril1107.doc). 

SPONSOR:  Mike  Boss,  Chair,  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

SPEAKER:  Mike  Boss 

Chair  Milne  suggested  that  this  item  be  continued  to  the  May  meeting  for  Member  Boss  to 
make  a  presentation  on  the  revised  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form. 

6.  DISCUSSION  and  ACTION:  Election  of  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council. 
Council  members  will  elect  Chair  and  Vice  Chair  positions.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  at  the 
April  meeting,  nominations  were  made  to  reelect  Chair  Milne  for  Chair  and  Vice-Chair 
Quirke  for  Vice-Chair.  Chair  Milne  and  Vice-Chair  Quirke  were  reelected  without  objection. 

7.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  Staff  Report,  Grace  Ma.  Ms.  Ma  provided  updates  on 
UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to  funding,  planning,  research, 
outreach,  and  related  activities. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  reported  that  there  were  two  landmark  tree  nominations  before 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  today  (1)  the  Coast  Live  Oak  at  2028  Rosemont  Place,  and  (2)  the 
California  Buckeye  at  730  28th  Avenue.   Both  of  those  nominations  were  passed  by  the 
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Board  and  are  the  first  landmark  trees  that  have  made  it  through  the  landmark  process. 
Member  Blair  clarified  that  the  trees  will  be  on  the  Board  of  Supervisors  agenda  for  a 
second  reading. 

Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  reported  that  she  is  requesting  funding  to  reprint  the  tree 
pruning  brochure  for  the  general  public  in  the  next  fiscal  year  and  will  be  reprinting  the 
general  urban  forestry  brochure  in  the  next  month  or  two  if  funding  is  approved.  Ms.  Ma 
discussed  her  conversation  with  Mr.  Daniel  Sider,  Greening  Director  about  wanting  to  reprint 
and  develop  more  outreach  materials  for  the  Council,  which  also  requires  additional  funding. 
Member  Cohen  asked  if  there  is  a  recycled  logo  on  the  Department  of  the  Environment's 
tree  brochure.  Ms.  Ma  clarified  that  all  of  the  brochures  are  printed  on  recycled  paper.  Vice- 
Chair  Quirke  asked  if  it  would  be  wise  for  the  Council  to  advocate  for  brochure  funding. 

Council  membership  was  discussed.  It  was  advised  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  appoints 
eight  seats  on  the  Council,  in  which  six  of  the  current  eight  Board-appointed  members 
applied  for  reappointment.  The  Rules  Committee  supported  the  reappointment  of  the  six 
applicants  and  appointments  were  forwarded  to  the  full  Board  for  their  vote.  It  was  stated 
that  the  Council's  GGNRA  representative  did  not  reapply  and  Member  Costello  did  not 
submit  his  paperwork,  but  members  can  continue  to  serve  on  the  Council  until  they  are 
replaced  or  reappointed.  Ms.  Ma  indicated  that  a  letter  had  been  received  from  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  Department  Head  reappointing  Member  Sacamano,  but  that  he 
had  indicated  that  Ms.  Carla  Short  would  be  representing  the  Department  of  Public  Works  in 
May. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Wuerfel  asked  what  amount  would  be  required  to  produce  the 
publications  and  whether  it  would  be  under  or  above  $10,000.  Ms.  Ma  stated  that  the 
required  amount  should  be  under  $10,000.  Ms.  Wuerfel  offered  to  advocate  for  annual 
funding  from  either  Outreach,  who  she  stated  are  very  well  funded  to  take  on  this  effort  or 
from  the  contributions  from  other  City  departments  that  fund  the  Department. 

8.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION.  Council  Secretary  Report.  The  Council  Secretary  will 
provide  updates  on  correspondence  received.  (Explanatory  Documents:  Council  Secretary 
Report  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Members:  (Word), 

http://webi.sfqov.org/site/upioadedfiies/counciisecReport.doc.  Free  Parking  Policy  Recommendations 

(Word)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/iiploadedfiles/FreeParkingPolicvRecommeiidations031607.doc.  Mayor's  Office  Letter 

to  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  on  Parking  Reforms  (PDF) 

http://web  1  .sfgov.org/site,uploadedfiles/MTA%20Letter.pdf 

Council  Secretary  Monica  Fish  was  not  present  at  this  meeting.  Chair  Milne  explained  that 
the  intent  is  to  not  offer  Council  Members  free  parking  privileges  to  attend  Council  meetings 
in  the  future.  Final  action  has  not  been  taken  on  this  item. 

9.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS: 

•    Funding  Committee 

Council  Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Funding  Committee  did  not  meet  in  March. 
The  next  meeting  will  be  on  May  1 ,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 
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•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee 

Chair,  Paul  Sacamano  was  not  present  to  give  a  report.  Council  Chair  Milne 
stated  that  the  Committee  did  not  meet  in  April.  Planning  Committee  Member 
Quirke  reported  that  landmark  tree  incentives  will  be  discussed  at  the  May 
meeting. 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  May  17,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  11  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

Chair  Mike  Boss  was  not  present  to  give  a  report.  Council  Chair  Milne  reported 
that  the  item  that  was  forwarded  to  the  Council  on  the  Landmark  Tree 
Nomination  Form  was  continued  to  the  May  Council  meeting. 

Member  Blair  indicated  that  she  was  advised  that  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest 
(FUF)  had  a  list  200  recommended  trees.  Urban  Forestry  Specialist  Ma  stated 
that  Member  Sacamano's  recommendation  was  to  select  eleven  trees  from 
FUF's  recommended  list,  and  that  he  would  assess  those  trees  for  landmark  tree 
status. 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  May  8,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

10.  CHAIR'S  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  Chair  Milne 
announced  that  he  would  not  be  available  for  the  May  25  Council  meeting  and  asked 
Council  Members  to  respond  to  the  Council  Secretary  with  a  quorum  check.  Chair  Milne 
stated  that  he  spoke  to  Supervisor  Peskin's  office  about  making  a  Supervisor's  Certificate  to 
hand  out  to  people  connected  with  landmark  trees  and  now  that  there  are  two  official 
landmark  trees,  he  will  see  what  can  be  generated  from  the  City.  Chair  Milne  suggested 
that  the  Council  prepare  a  commendation  letter  to  Member  Sacamano  for  having  helped 
start  the  Council,  chairing  the  Planning  Committee,  and  all  of  the  work  that  he  and  his 
Department  have  done. 

11.  INFORMATION  and  DISCUSSION:  New  Business.  Member  Cohen  stated  that  Member 
Sacamano's  contribution  has  been  monumental.  Member  Cohen  expressed  her  concern 
that  Ms.  Wayne  and  the  public  perceive  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  be  just  about  street 
trees  and  not  the  whole  San  Francisco  landscape  and  questioned  what  the  perception  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department,  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  and  the  Natural  Areas  Program 
is.  Member  Cohen  asked  that  a  discussion  be  held  at  a  future  meeting  about  the  City's 
perception  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and  the  urban  forest. 

12.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public 
comment  at  this  time. 

13.  ADJOURNMENT.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  6:58  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 
Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 


Approved:  June  26,  2007 
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NOTICE  OF  CANCELLED  MEETING 
Friday,  May  25,  2007,  10:00  a.m. 

City  Hall,  Room  400 
Ground  Floor  Conference  Room 


The  Friday,  May  25,  2007,  1 0:00  a.m.  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council  has  been  cancelled.  The  next  Regular  Meeting  is 
scheduled  for  Tuesday,  June  26,  2007  at  5:30  p.m.  The  meeting  will  be 
held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San 
Francisco,  CA.  An  agenda  will  be  prepared  and  distributed  at  least  72 
hours  prior  to  the  meeting.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  the 
Urban  Forestry  Specialist  at  (415)  355-3731  or  the  Council  Secretary  at 
(415)  355-3709.  You  may  also  visit  our  website  at 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=1 581 1  for  additional  meeting  information. 


Respectfully  submitted  by, 
Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

Posted:  May  17,  2007  DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

MAY  1  7  2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393    E-mail:  SFUrbanForestCouncil@sfgov.org 
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CORRECTED  NOTICE  OF  CANCELLED  MEETING 
Friday,  May  25,  2007, 10:00  a.m. 
City  Hall,  Room  400 


The  Friday,  May  25,  2007,  10:00  a.m.  Regular  Meeting  of  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council  has  been  cancelled.  The  next  Regular  Meeting  is 
scheduled  for  Tuesday,  June  26,  2007  at  5:30  p.m.  The  meeting  will  be 
held  at  City  Hall,  Room  416,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San 
Francisco,  CA.  An  agenda  will  be  prepared  and  distributed  at  least  72 
hours  prior  to  the  meeting.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  the 
Urban  Forestry  Specialist  at  (415)  355-3731  or  the  Council  Secretary  at 
(415)  355-3709.  You  may  also  visit  our  website  at 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=1 581 1  for  additional  meeting  information. 


Respectfully  submitted  by, 


Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 


U.  M  wit 
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Posted:  May  17,  2007 
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11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393    E-mail:  SFUrbanForestCouncil@sfgov.org 


GAVIN  NEWSOM  MAYOR 
JARED  BLUMENFELD.  DIRECTOR 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


Regular  Meeting  Notice  and  Agenda 

Tuesday,  June  26,  2007  at  5:30  PM 
City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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Mike  Boss 
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Steve  Griswold 


Terry  Milne 
Chair 
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Milton  Marks 
Lena  Mil  lei- 
Kelly  Quirke 
Bonnie  Ora  Sherk 


David  Habert 

SF  Redevelopment  Agency 

Susan  Nervo 

SF  Recreation  &  Park  Department 

Mark  Sustarich 

SF  Public  Utilities  Commission 

Grace  Ma 
Urban  Forest  Specialist 

Monica  Fish 
Urban  Forestry  Council  Secretary 


AnMarie  Rodgers 

SF  Planning  Department 

Carla  Short 

SF  Department  of  Public  Works 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393    E-mail:  SFUrbanForestCouncil@sfgov.org 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 


Order  of  Business 

AGENDA 

1 .  CALL  TO  ORDER  and  ROLL  CALL 

2.  Approval  of  minutes  of  the  April  24,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting 

(Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  April  24,  2007  Regular  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=59844. ) 

3.  Commendation  of  Dr.  Larry  Costello.  Council  members  may  vote  on  a  commendation 
Resolution  for  Dr.  Larry  Costello  for  his  contributions  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and 
San  Francisco  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  (Explanatory  Document: 
Commendation  Resolution  http://web1  .sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/commendLarrvCostello. doc). 

Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Terry  Milne 

4.  Commendation  of  Paul  Sacamano.  Council  members  may  vote  on  a  commendation 
Resolution  for  Paul  Sacamano  for  his  contributions  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and 
San  Francisco.  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  (Explanatory  Document: 
Commendation  Resolution  http://web1  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/commendPaulSacamano.doc) 

Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Terry  Milne 

5.  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form.  The  Council  will  consider  and  vote  on  revisions  to 
the  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form  as  recommended  by  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee.    (Discussion   and   Possible   Action)   (Explanatory   Document:  Revised 

Nomination  Form  (Word)  http://web1.sfgov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/LandNomApril1107.doc). 

Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Mike  Boss 

6.  Impact  of  City  Infrastructure  Projects  on  Trees.  The  Council  will  discuss  detrimental 
impacts  of  City  infrastructure  projects  on  trees  (Discussion). 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Mike  Boss 

7.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic 
operations  relating  to  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities 
(Information  and  Discussion). 

8.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS:  (Discussion). 

•  Funding  Committee 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  July  3,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  11  Grove  Street. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee 

Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  July  19,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  July  10,  2007  at  4:00  PM  in  City  Hall,  Room  421. 


9.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  The  next  Urban 
Forestry  Council  meeting  will  be  on  Friday,  July  27,  2007  at  10:00  AM  in  City  Hall,  Room 
400  (Discussion). 


10.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

11.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

12.  ADJOURNMENT 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  ihe  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Council  is  limited  to: 

1 .  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall.  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place. 
San  Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is 
the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location 
are:  #42  Downtown  Loop,  and  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations 
at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting:  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the 
agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation. 
Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (41 5)  554-6789  or (415)  554- 
6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 


that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554- 
7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required 
by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at: 
30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco.  CA  94 1 02;  telephone  (415)  581  -2300.  fax  (415)  581  -23  17;  web  site  at 
www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Other  Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  the  Department  of  Environment,  1  I  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m..  or  when  possible,  on  the  Department  of 
Environment's  webpage:  vvww.sfenvironment.com/;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above 
address  or  telephone  number  4 1 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  IVlonica.FishfflSfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of 
a  meeting. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer 
recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the 
public. 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Posted:  June  21,  2007 


Environment 


GAVIN  NEWSOM,  MAYOR 
JARED  BLUMENFELD,  DIRECTOR 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


Regular  Meeting  Notice  and  Agenda 

Tuesday,  June  26,  2007  at  5:30  PM 
City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Carolyn  Blair 

Mike  Boss 
Jocelyn  Cohen 
Steve  Griswold 


Terry  Milne 
Chair 
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AnMarie  Rodgers 

SF  Planning  Department 

Carla  Short 
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Mark  Sustarich 

SF  Public  Utilities  Commission 


Grace  Ma 

Urban  Forest  Specialist 

Monica  Fish 
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11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393    E-mail:  SFUrbanForestCouncil@sfgov.org 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 


Order  of  Business 

AGENDA 

1 .  CALL  TO  ORDER  and  ROLL  CALL 

2.  Approval  of  minutes  of  the  April  24,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting 

(Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  April  24,  2007  Regular  Meeting 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=59844. ) 

3.  Commendation  of  Dr.  Larry  Costello  Council  members  may  vote  on  a  commendation 
Resolution  for  Dr.  Larry  Costello  for  his  contributions  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and 
San    Francisco    (Discussion    and    Possible    Action)    (Explanatory  Document: 

Commendation  Resolution  http://web1.sfqov.oro/site/uploadedfiles/cornmendLarrvCostello.doc). 

Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Terry  Milne 

4.  Commendation  of  Paul  Sacamano.  Council  members  may  vote  on  a  commendation 
Resolution  for  Paul  Sacamano  for  his  contributions  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and 
San    Francisco.    (Discussion    and    Possible    Action)    (Explanatory  Document: 

Commendation  Resolution  http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/commendPaulSacamano.doc) 

Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Terry  Milne 

5.  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form.  The  Council  will  consider  and  vote  on  revisions  to 
the  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form  as  recommended  by  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee.   (Discussion  and   Possible  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Revised 

Nomination  Form  (Word)  http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/LandNomApril1107.doc). 

Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Mike  Boss 

6.  Impact  of  City  Infrastructure  Projects  on  Trees.  The  Council  will  discuss  detrimental 
impacts  of  City  infrastructure  projects  on  trees  (Discussion). 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Mike  Boss 

7.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic 
operations  relating  to  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities 
(Information  and  Discussion). 

8.  COMMITTEE  REPORTS:  (Discussion). 

•  Funding  Committee 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  July  3,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  11  Grove  Street. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee 

Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  July  19,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  July  10,  2007  at  4:00  PM  in  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 


9.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  The  next  Urban 
Forestry  Council  meeting  will  be  on  Friday,  July  27,  2007  at  10:00  AM  in  City  Hall,  Room 
400  (Discussion). 

10.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

11.  PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that 
are  within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

12.  ADJOURNMENT 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  Chair.  If.it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Council  is  limited  to: 

1 .  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is 
the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location 
are:  #42  Downtown  Loop,  and  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations 
at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (4 1 5)  923-6 1 42. 
There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the 
agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation. 
Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (4!  5)  554-6789  or  (415)  554- 
6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 


that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554- 
7854;  E-mail:  sotffgisfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required 
by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at: 
30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  581-2300,  fax  (415)  581-2317;  web  site  at 
www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Other  Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  the  Department  of  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Department  of 
Environment's  webpage:  www.sfenvironment.com/;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above 
address  or  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(ffjSfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of 
a  meeting. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer 
recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the 
public. 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Posted:  June  21,  2007 


File  No.  2007-07-UFC  Resolution  No. 

June  26,  2007 

1  [Commendation  of  Dr.  Larry  Costello] 

2  Resolution  commending  Dr.  Larry  Costello  for  his  dedication  to  the  Urban  Forestry 

3  Council  and  to  greatly  improving  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  through  his  ongoing 

4  research  and  education  efforts. 

5 


6  WHEREAS,  Larry  Costello  is  a  renowned  expert  who  has  greatly  contributed  to 

7  the  fields  of  horticulture  and  urban  forestry;  and, 

8  WHEREAS,  Larry  Costello  has  served  on  the  Tree  Advisory  Board  and  the 

9  Urban  Forestry  Council  for  twelve  years;  and, 

10  WHEREAS,  Larry  Costello  has  trained  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  staff, 
n  nonprofit  organizations  and  community  members  in  best  practices  for  tree  care  and 

12  maintenance;  and, 

13  WHEREAS,  Larry  Costello  has  made  innumerable  contributions  to  the  Urban 

14  Forestry  Council;  now,  therefore  be  it 

15  RESOLVED,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  commends  Larry  Costello  for  his 

16  dedication  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and  to  vastly  improving  San  Francisco's  urban 
n  forest  through  his  research  and  education  efforts;  and  be  it 

18  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  wishes  Larry  Costello 

19  well  in  all  his  future  endeavors. 


Urban  Forest  Council 


Created  on  5/15/2007  3:08  PM 


File  No.  2007-08-UFC  Resolution  No. 

June  21,  2007 

1  [Commendation  of  Paul  Sacamano] 

2  Resolution  commending  Paul  Sacamano  for  his  dedication  to  the  Urban  Forestry 

3  Council  and  to  greatly  improving  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  through  his  ongoing 

4  professional  commitment  and  work. 

5 

6  WHEREAS,  Paul  Sacamano  has  developed  and  advanced  the  field  of  urban 

7  forest  research  for  the  United  States  Forest  Service;  and, 

8  WHEREAS,  Paul  Sacamano  has  worked  for  the  City  and  County  of  San 

9  Francisco,  Department  of  Public  Works  for  ~  years;  and, 

10  WHEREAS,  Paul  Sacamano  has  demonstrated  exemplary  dedication  and 
n  commitment  to  the  urban  forest  in  San  Francisco;  and, 

12  WHEREAS,  Paul  Sacamano  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  Urban 

n  Forestry  Council  and  its  achievements  to  date;  now,  therefore  be  it 

14  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  commends  Paul  Sacamano  for  his 

15  dedication  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and  to  greatly  improving  San  Francisco's 

16  urban  forest  through  his  professional  and  volunteer  efforts;  and  be  it 

17  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  wishes  Paul  Sacamano 

18  well  in  his  future  endeavors. 


Urban  Forest  Council 


Created  on  5/15/2007  12:39  PM 


SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form 


Disclaimer:  Any  information  you  include  on  this  form  will  be  part  of  the  public  record.  Anyone 
may  request  to  see  the  information  you  submit  for  a  landmark  tree  nomination.  For  more  legal 
information,  see  the  last  page  of  this  form. 


Who  can  nominate  a  landmark  tree? 

■  An  authorized  nominator  is  a  Supervisor,  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency,  Planning 
Commissioner,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member,  or  property  owner. 

■  The  Board  of  Supervisors,  Planning  Commission,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
and  the  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree. 

■  The  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree  on  property  under  their 
jurisdiction.  City  departments  and  agencies  should  conduct  an  internal  approval  process 
before  nominating  a  tree. 

■  A  property  owner  may  nominate  a  tree  on  his  or  her  property. 

■  A  member  of  the  public  may  ask  an  authorized  nominator  to  nominate  a  tree. 


I  am  one  of  the  following  authorized  nominators 

□  Property  owner 

□  Board  of  Supervisor  member 

□  Head  of  a  city  department  or  agency 

□  Planning  Commission  member 

□  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member 


Please  note  that  a  permit  will  be  required  for  any  future  removal  of  a  landmark  tree. 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  requests 
the  following  information. 

Authorized  nominator  (Supervisor,  Planning  Property  owner: 

Commission,  Landmarks  Advisory  Board, 
Head  of  City  Department,  Property  Owner): 


Name  Name 


Address  Address 


Address  Address 


Phone  (day)  Phone  (day) 


Fax  #  Fax  # 


Email 


Email 


2 


Member  of  the  public  who  initiated  nomination 
(if  applicable): 


Name 
Address 
Address 
Phone  (day) 
Fax  # 
Email 

I  am  an  authorized  nominator  and  I  support  this  nomination. 

 Signature 

 Date 

I  am  the  property  owner  and  I  grant  permission  for  city  staff  to  evaluate  the  nominated  tree  on 
the  property  with  advance  notice. 

 Signature 

 Date 

TREE  DESCRIPTION 

Tree  name  (species  and  common  name):   

Number  of  trees:  

Street  address:   

Location  of  Tree:  D  Front  yard    □' Rear  yard    D  Side  yard     □  Corner-side  yard 

□  Public  right-of-way   □  Public  lands  D  Not  sure 

□  Other:  

GPS  units  (OPTIONAL):   

Height   feet 

Average  canopy  width1   feet 

Circumference  at  chest  level2   inches 

Circumference  at  ground  level3   inches 

1  Distance  from  one  edge  to  opposite  edge  of  tree  canopy 

2  Distance  around  trunk  at  4.5  ft  off  the  ground,  http://www.isa-arbor.com/publications/tree-ord/heritaae.aspx 

3  Distance  around  trunk  on  the  ground  where  the  trunk  meets  the  soil. 


The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  use  the  following  criteria  to  evaluate  each  potential  landmark  tree.  If  you 
need  more  space  to  describe  the  tree,  please  attach  additional  sheets. 
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Raritv:  Rare   Uncommon   Common   Other 

Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Comment:  '   


Size:   Large   Medium   Small 

Notable  size  (height,  diameter,  canopy  width)  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Comment:  


Aae:  Significantly  advanced  age  for  this  species  (known  or  estimated). 
Comment:  


Historical  Association:   Yes   None  apparent 

Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes   None  apparent 

Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Neighborhood  appreciation:   Yes   None  apparent 

Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or 
related  to  tree,  etc.  Attach  documentation: 

Describe:  


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:   Yes   No 

Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Describe  contribution:  


Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   Yes   Unknown 

Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  and/or  video  media  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate. 
Describe  coverage:  
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High  traffic  area:   Yes   No 

High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 
Describe:  


Low  tree  density:   Low   Moderate   High 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Describe:  


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes   No 

High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Describe:  


Accessible  from  public  riqht-of-wav:   Yes   No 

High  visibility. 

Describe:  


Important  wildlife  habitat:   Yes   No 

Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential).  Describe  and  be  as  specific  as  possible. 


Interdependent  group  of  trees:   Yes   No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 
Describe:  


Erosion  control :   Yes   No 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion. 

Describe:  


Wind  or  sound  barrier:   Yes   No 

Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise. 
Describe:  
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Prominent  landscape  feature:   Yes   No 

A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 

Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  


Character-defining  form:   Yes   No 

Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Describe:  


Tree  condition:   Good   Poor   Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 


Describe: 


Additional  comments 


If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  form,  tree  terms  or  tree  concepts,  please  contact  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  staff  (below).  It  is  acceptable  if  you  cannot  provide  some  of  the 
information  requested  on  this  form. 

A  photograph  of  the  tree  must  be  submitted  with  this  form. 

Please  attach  optional  supporting  documents  such  as  letters,  arborist  report,  etc. 

Send  to:  Urban  Forestry  Council,  c/o  Grace  Ma,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
OR  grace.ma@sfgov.org 


Any  information  you  submit  will  be  part  of  the  public  record. 

The  Public  Records  Act  defines  a  "public  record"  broadly  to  include  "any  writing  containing  information  relating  to  the  conduct  of  the 
public's  business  prepared,  owned,  used  or  retained  by  any  state  or  local  agency,  regardless  of  the  physical  form  or  characteristics." 
Govt.  Code  §  6252(e).  The  Sunshine  Ordinance  defines  "public  information"  as  the  content  of  "public  records"  as  defined  in  the 
Public  Records  Act.  Admin  Code  §  67.20(b).  Pursuant  to  the  Public  Records  Act  and  Sunshine  Ordinance,  this  document  is  a  public 
record  and  will  be  available  to  the  public  upon  request,  at  the  hearing  site,  at  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  and  on  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council's  website.  Admin  Code  §§  8.16,  67.7  (b),  and  67.21(a). 


Application  received  date 

Received  by 

Tree  evaluation  form 

UFC  recommendation  date 

Board  of  Supervisors  Derision 

Landmark  Tree  # 

Title  recorded  date 

Updated  on  April  11,2007 
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1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:35  p.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Marks  (5:55  p.m.), 
Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sherk,  Short,  and  Sustarich;  Excused:  Members  Habert  and  Miller. 

2.  Approval  of  minutes  of  the  April  24,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting  (Action)  Upon 
Motion  by  Member  Rodgers  and  second  by  Member  Sustarich,  without  objection,  the  April  24,  2007 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  a  correction  on  page  4  to  change  the  spelling  of  the  name 
"Rufgard"  to  "Roughgarden"  and  to  confirm  that  on  page  3,  paragraph  4,  72,000  is  the  correct  number  of 
trees  remaining  (72,000  should  be  revised  to  read  72%).  (Absent:  Member  Habert,  Marks  and  Miller) 
(Explanatory    Document:    Approved    Minutes    of    the    April    24,    2007    Regular  Meeting 

http://sfgov,org/sitefsfenvironment  page.asp?id=59844) . 

3.  Commendation  of  Dr.  Larry  Costello  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action).  Council  members  voted  to 
approve  a  commendation  Resolution  for  Dr.  Larry  Costello  for  his  contributions  to  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  and  San  Francisco.  The  Resolution  was  read  into  the  record.  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Boss  and 
second  by  Member  Nervo,  Resolution  File  No.  2007-07-UFC  was  approved  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice- 
Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sherk,  Short,  and  Sustarich; 
Absent:  Member  Habert,  Marks  and  Miller)  (Explanatory  Document:  Commendation  Resolution  No. 

007-07-UFC  (PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/Res007-07-UFCConmiendI^iTvCostello.pdrt. 


A  new  business  item  was  discussed  at  this  time.  Chair  Milne  read  a  commendation  letter  that  he  would  be 
sending  to  Ms.  Grace  Ma,  commending  her  for  her  work  on  the  Council  and  on  her  efforts  and  diligence 
in  support  of  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance. 

4.   Commendation  of  Paul  Sacamano  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action).  Council  members  voted  to 
approve  a  commendation  Resolution  for  Paul  Sacamano  for  his  contributions  to  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  and  San  Francisco.  The  Resolution  was  read  into  the  record.  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Rodgers 
and  second  by  Member  Cohen,  Resolution  File  No.  2007-08-UFC  was  approved  with  an  amendment  to 
add  Paul  Sacamano's  number  of  years  worked  for  the  Department  of  Public  Works.  (AYES:  Chair  Milne, 
Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sherk,  Short,  and  Sustarich; 
Absent:  Member  Marks,  Habert  and  Miller)  (Explanatory  Document:  Commendation  Resolution  No. 

008-07-UFC  (PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site'uploadedfiles/Res008-07-UFCCommendPaulSacamanoll).pdf). 


Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Terry  Milne 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
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Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Terry  Milne  - 

5.  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form.  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  The  Council  voted  to  approve 
revisions  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form  as  recommended  by  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee. 
(Explanatory  Document:  Revised  Nomination  Form  (Word) 

http://webl  .sfgov.org/sit^uploadedfiles/LandNomAprill  107.doc.) 

Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Mike  Boss 

Member  Boss  reported  that  at  a  previous  meeting,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  approved  changes  to  the 
Evaluation  Form  so  that  the  language  now  complies  with  the  landmark  tree  criteria.  It  was  explained  that 
the  Nomination  Form  revisions  that  were  made  are  for  the  purpose  of  consistency  between  the  Evaluation 
Form  and  the  Nomination  Form.  Changes  that  were  made  have  to  do  with  the  actual  criteria  that  a 
nominator  would  fill  out  starting  on  page  3  with  "Rarity"  to  "Tree  Condition"  on  page  5.  It  was  advised 
that  the  language  on  the  Nomination  Form  is  now  verbatim  to  what  the  Evaluation  Form  contains. 
Member  Blair  discussed  the  importance  of  adding  the  member  of  the  public  who  initiated  the  nomination 
to  the  form  and  that  she  appreciates  the  addition  of  an  address  so  they  can  receive  notification. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Rodgers  and  second  by  Member  Cohen,  the  revised  Landmark  Tree 
Nomination  Form  was  approved  without  objection.  (Absent:  Members  Habert  and  Miller) 

6.  Impact  of  City  Infrastructure  Projects  on  Trees.  The  Council  will  discuss  detrimental  impacts  of  City 
infrastructure  projects  on  trees  (Discussion). 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Mike  Boss 

Member  Boss  reported  on  extensive  damage  to  trees  through  the  work  of  City  agencies,  contractors, 
private  contractors,  and  on  orders  from  the  Public  Health  Department.  Two  City-funded  managed 
infrastructure  projects  that  are  going  on  right  now  within  six  blocks  of  his  home  were  discussed.  Pictures 
were  shown  of  trees  that  had  been  damaged  or  destroyed  as  a  result  of  ineffective  pruning  methods, 
excavation  within  the  root  zones  of  trees,  and  lack  of  protection  measures  during  construction.  Projects 
discussed  included: 

Project  1  on  Powhattan  Street  at  the  base  of  Bernal  Heights  Hill,  a  tunnel  being  dug  through  Bernal 
Heights  Hill  for  water  purposes.  It  was  stated  and  shown  through  pictures  that  the  trees  are  suffering 
damage  on  their  trunks  and  branches  due  to  the  work  of  the  contractors;  and 

Project  2  is  the  Bernal  Heights  East  Slope  Infrastructure  Improvement  Project,  a  project  that  has  to  do 
with  improving  lighting,  sewer,  fire  hydrants  and  access  to  various  parts  of  the  hill.  A  discussion  was 
held  on  the  amount  of  excavation  that  is  being  done  in  order  to  install  staircases  on  Mayflower  Street 
causing  extensive  damage  to  trees.  It  was  stated  that  a  native  buckeye  was  pruned  almost  in  half  in 
order  to  create  access  for  native  plants;  A  Yucca  tree  was  shown  where  a  backhoe  apparently  pulled 
off  a  limb;  other  similar  damage  was  shown  to  other  trees  within  the  project  area. 

Member  Boss  stated  that  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a  tree  protection  plan  in  place  for  these  two  projects. 
It  was  stated  that  there  are  design  problems  and  that  more  attention  should  be  given  to  preservation. 
Member  Boss  indicated  that  four  eucalyptus  trees  were  posted  for  removal  in  order  to  build  a  four-foot 
wide  staircase,  but  that  he  was  able  to  save  two  of  the  eucalyptus  trees  by  gathering  community  support. 
Member  Boss  discussed  other  incidents  where  trees  had  been  damaged,  e.g.  a  rare  rose  apple  tree  that  had 
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been  destroyed  when  a  piece  of  equipment  skid  off  the  road;  across  the  street  from  that  tree,  the  branches 
of  Pittosporum  trees  that  were  removed  by  "backhoe  pruning." 

Chair  Milne  asked  Member  Sustarich  whether  the  City  Distribution  Division  of  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  has  a  provision  in  their  contracts  for  tree  protection.  Member  Sustarich 
stated  that  there  are  provisions  in  the  specifications  for  tree  protection  zones  and  for  not  using  backhoe 
trimming,  but  it  is  not  adhered  to  in  most  cases.  It  was  stated  that  in  most  cases,  contractors  are  under 
pressure  to  complete  the  work  and  do  not  consider  trees  as  that  important.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the 
trees  that  Member  Boss  is  discussing  are  street  trees  that  belong  to  the  homeowner  and  the  City,  not  PUC 
trees.  Chair  Milne  asked  if  the  SFPUC  Commission  is  responsive  to  issues  that  effect  trees,  such  as  the 
issues  discussed  in  today's  presentation.  Member  Sustarich  stated  that  he  has  not  attended  Commission 
meetings,  but  usually  the  process  is  that  people  call  the  Communications  Division  for  answers  to 
questions  and  if  they  can't  answer  the  question,  he  or  other  appropriate  staff  members  receive  a  referral. 

Member  Short  stated  that  the  subject  trees  are  mostly  in  the  public  right  of  way  and  are  protected  by  the 
Urban  Forestry  Ordinance,  so  the  contractor  is  obligated  to  protect  those  trees  during  construction.  The 
Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  can  issue  fines  to  the  contractor  and  hold  them  accountable  to  the 
damage.  Member  Short  stated  that  the  problem  is  that  trees  are  not  on  people's  radar  screens,  and 
recommended  that  as  a  role  for  the  Council  to  raise  awareness  at  every  City  agency.  It  was  stated  that  the 
Urban  Forestry  Division  is  routinely  overturned  at  hearings  when  staff  is  recommending  that  trees  be 
preserved  for  bigger  projects.  Member  Short  discussed  the  lack  of  community  support  for  retaining  trees 
on  Bacon  Street  that  were  approved  for  removal  as  part  of  a  Library  project. 

Member  Cohen  discussed  San  Francisco's  view  of  trees  as  being  in  conflict  with  development  in 
comparison  with  other  Bay  Area  communities  that  view  trees  as  part  of  development,  and  suggested  that 
San  Francisco  is  in  need  of  a  paradigm  shift.  Member  Cohen  asked  that  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  print  the  pictures  in  color,  put  together  a  binder  to  send  to  each  of  the  Departments,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  and  the  Mayor  to  show  what  is  going  on  with  our  trees  and  talk  to  the  City 
Attorney's  Office  to  file  a  class  action  suit  against  every  entity  that  is  breaking  Code. 

Member  Marks  stated  that  he  understands  the  Urban  Forest  Ordinance  has  a  provision  for  tree  protection 
and  it  is  a  requirement  by  contractors  to  make  sure  trees  are  not  harmed.  It  was  stated  that  all  that  means 
in  practice  is  that  there  is  a  zone  around  trees  and  people  have  to  be  careful  not  to  go  into  that  zone,  but 
that  there  is  no  physical  protection  of  the  trees.  Member  Marks  stated  that  other  Bay  Area  communities 
put  barricades  around  trees  during  development  and  recommended  that  San  Francisco  should  do  the  same. 

Member  Rodgers  reported  that  the  Planning  Department  has  recently  set  forth  a  requirement  for  a  Tree 
Protection  Plan  so  that  when  a  private  developer  is  doing  work  within  the  zone  of  a  tree  canopy  that  they 
put  up  some  protection  around  the  tree.  Exceptions  are  made  for  street  trees  where  it  can  be  just  around 
the  tree  well  instead  of  under  the  whole  tree  canopy.  It  is  required  that  an  arborist  approves  the  Tree 
Protection  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  it  is  the  practice  of  San  Francisco  to  set  a  higher  bar  for  public  projects 
than  for  private  developers.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  there  is  a  lack  of  awareness  among  the  agencies 
that  are  doing  this  public  work,  and  recommended  that  the  Council  write  a  draft  Resolution  to  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  urging  DPW  to  do  enforcement  actions  on  public  agencies,  to  urge  public  agencies  to  step 
up  their  contract  deliberations  so  that  independent  contractors  are  more  aware  that  this  is  a  serious  issue, 
and  to  plan  on  treating  these  protected  trees  differently  than  in  the  past.  Member  Rodgers  also  indicated 
that  it  is  incumbent  on  the  individual  agency  representatives  to  work  with  their  agencies  to  enforce 
regulations. 
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Member  Rodgers  discussed  the  Planning  Department's  involvement  with  an  interagency  effort  called  the 
Better  Streets  Program  to  work  with  DPW  and  other  agencies  on  a  streets  plan  for  the  City  of  San 
Francisco.  One  component  of  the  Plan  would  require  a  payback  for  trees  during  public  development 
projects,  e.g.  in  kind  replacement  if  trees  were  lost.  It  was  recommended  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  be 
asked  for  specific  criteria  for  tree  protection  in  order  to  ensure  success. 

Chair  Milne  asked  if  the  Library  Commission  approved  the  plans  for  the  Library  on  Bacon  Street. 
Member  Short  stated  that  the  Library  was  part  of  the  bond  measure  for  new  libraries.  It  was  stated  that  an 
application  was  made  to  remove  the  trees  that  was  initially  denied  at  the  staff  level  but  was  overturned,  as 
there  was  public  support  to  remove  the  trees,  not  to  retain  them. 

Member  Blair  stated  that  trees  are  continuously  cut  down  during  development,  and  there  does  not  seem  to 
be  political  will  to  support  tree  preservation  in  San  Francisco.  It  was  stated  that  other  Bay  Area 
communities,  such  as  Berkeley,  have  lush  tree  canopies  in  comparison  to  San  Francisco's.  Member  Blair 
advised  that  Los  Gatos  requires  a  hefty  deposit  from  developers  that  are  held  onto  for  five  years  to  make 
sure  that  trees  are  preserved  and  recommended  a  similar  program  for  San  Francisco.  It  was  suggested  that 
DPW  raise  awareness  of  this  process  so  that  construction  workers  understand  what  is  required.  Member 
Blair  indicated  that  even  fines  might  not  mean  much  to  a  multi-million  dollar  development.  It  was 
suggested  that  more  trees  be  landmarked,  especially  in  parks,  to  ensure  their  preservation. 

Member  Boss  stated  there  are  many  issues  that  play  a  role,  e.g.  planning,  project  implementation, 
supervision,  enforcement,  education  and  awareness.  It  was  proposed  that  this  topic  be  considered  by  the 
Planning  Committee  to  develop  an  action  plan. 

Member  Sherk  recommended  not  only  addressing  the  public  sector,  but  also  educating  the  private  sector 
through  schools  in  order  to  cultivate  a  different  attitude  on  the  importance  of  trees,  especially  among 
young  people.  It  was  recommended  that  a  Committee  work  on  writing  an  Op-Ed  to  be  submitted  to  the 
newspaper  that  would  discuss  the  importance  of  outreach  and  education  on  tree  preservation  targeting 
City  officials  and  the  private  sector. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  recommended  an  Op-Ed  and  contacting  Chron  Watch  with  a  discussion  of  the 
institutional  lack  of  respect  for  trees  during  development  projects  and  bringing  the  photographs  to  their 
attention.  It  was  indicated  that  the  City  responds  instantaneously  to  Chron  Watch  to  make  sure  that  their 
reputation  is  upheld.  Member  Quirke  also  suggested  moving  ahead  with  an  action  plan  through  the 
Committee  process,  but  recommended  a  less  methodical  approach  with  a  more  rapid  timeline. 

Member  Cohen  requested  a  status  report  from  the  agencies  that  have  given  reports  to  the  Council  on  their 
efforts  on  behalf  of  trees  as  she  has  not  seen  that  much  progress.  It  was  stated  that  the  Council  has  a  lack 
of  leadership  without  a  Coordinator  and  asked  when  there  would  be  a  replacement  on  the  previous 
Coordinator's  level  that  has  authority  with  other  departments.  Member  Cohen  also  spoke  in  support  of 
writing  Op-Eds. 

Member  Marks  spoke  in  support  of  contacting  Chron  Watch  and  recommended  that  the  Council  in  the 
next  month  figure  out  ways  to  collect  more  pictures  around  the  City  in  order  to  demonstrate  that  it  is  not  a 
random  occurrence,  but  is  happening  a  great  deal.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  a  need  to  show  the  enormity 
of  the  problem  by  assembling  a  large  volume  of  incidents,  or  it  will  be  dismissed.  Chair  Milne  spoke  in 
support  of  this  effort  and  suggested  putting  together  a  presentation  at  Commissions,  Supervisor's 
Committees,  contacting  the  newspaper,  and  to  do  it  consistently. 
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Member  Blair  stated  that  there  is  more  need  for  tree  protection  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor's 
level.  Chair  Milne  asked  how  successful  the  fining  system  is.  Member  Short  stated  that  an  analysis  was 
done  recently  and  it  has  improved  over  time  for  the  percentage  of  fines  that  have  been  upheld  when  they 
get  to  an  administrative  hearing.  It  was  stated  that  fines  tend  to  get  reduced,  but  that  is  changing  as  more 
fines  are  being  upheld  by  hearing  officers.  Member  Short  advised  that  there  are  currently  two  full  time 
staff  members  that  can  process  fines  but  are  not  working  full  time  on  fines  as  DPW  does  not  have 
available  staff.  It  was  stated  that  when  DPW  finds  about  these  violations  they  can  issue  fines,  and 
requested  that  Member  Boss  send  the  information  to  her.  Member  Short  advised  Member  Marks  that 
DPW  has  hundreds  of  photographs  of  tree  problems  in  the  City  that  they  would  be  happy  to  share.  It  was 
recommended  that  this  item  would  be  a  good  topic  at  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  as  to  what 
would  be  practical  next  steps  that  the  Council  could  take.  Member  Boss  stated  that  we  are  talking  about 
changing  how  government  works  and  the  mindset  of  the  people  of  San  Francisco.  That  is  not  a 
spontaneous  thing  that  will  happen  and  asked  that  the  Council  consider  formally  evaluating  this  issue. 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  Planning  Committee  will  put  this  item  on  their  agenda  and  in  the  meantime, 
color  photos  can  be  presented  to  various  City  Committees  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Vice-Chair 
Quirke  stated  that  actions  at  the  Board  level  can  be  initiated  right  away  as  was  the  case  with  the 
Landmark  Tree  Ordinance,  and  recommended  showing  photos  to  an  individual  Board  of  Supervisors 
member  in  order  to  start  the  process.  Member  Boss  stated  that  he  is  willing  to  participate  in  the  action  but 
would  like  support  from  fellow  Council  members.  Member  Cohen  stated  that  she  would  be  sending 
photos  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  a  regular  basis  and  would  be  contacting  a  freelance  writer  that 
writes  articles  on  trees.  It  was  recommended  that  the  Council  put  together  a  concerted  effort  and  then 
bring  in  other  entities.  Member  Cohen  discussed  the  San  Francisco  Tree  Council  who  has  been  working 
on  these  issues  for  over  a  decade,  but  does  not  have  sufficient  staff. 

Staff  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion)  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and 
programmatic  operations  relating  to  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Council  is  short  one  member  and  that  Member  Costello  provided  a 
recommendation.  The  Council  Secretary  advised  that  the  applicant  from  City  College  of  San  Francisco 
indicated  in  an  email  that  he  would  forward  his  application  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Rules  Committee. 
The  seat  is  for  "one  representative  of  the  University  of  California  Cooperative  Extension  or  a 
representative  of  another  educational  organization  involved  with  tree  management."  Chair  Milne  asked 
Council  Members  to  forward  recommendations  either  to  himself  or  to  the  Council  Secretary.  Member 
Blair  recommended  that  Department  staff  send  job  announcements  to  local  universities  and  to  appropriate 
departments.  The  Council  Secretary  stated  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  sends  job 
announcements  to  lists  of  people  who  have  requested  to  receive  job  announcements  and  it  includes 
educational  institutions. 

Additional  reports  included:  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  position  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
has  been  advertised  and  is  classified  as  a  5638  Environmental  Assistant.  Member  Marks  asked  when 
someone  would  actually  be  hired  for  the  position.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  it  would  be  about  mid-August 
before  someone  would  be  hired. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  there  is  now  a  landmark  component  to  the  San  Francisco  Environment  website 
that  has  information  about  landmark  trees  and  nominations.  Chair  Milne  reported  that  in  the  absence  of  a 
coordinator,  landmark  tree  nomination  questions  would  be  forwarded  to  Ms.  Anne  Eng  of  the  Department 
of  the  Environment  who  would  be  forwarding  additional  questions  to  Chair  Milne. 
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Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  Funding  Committee  discussed  acquiring  funds  for  reprinting  the  Urban 
Forestry  brochure  and  the  Tree  Pruning  Standards  brochure  and  that  funding  has  not  yet  been  identified. 
Member  Cohen  stated  that  at  the  last  Council  meeting,  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  would  be  happy  to 
work  on  behalf  of  obtaining  the  funds  for  the  tree  pruning  brochure  but  that  Ms.  Ma  indicated  that  help 
was  not  needed.  Member  Cohen  expressed  her  concern  that  the  Department  is  cutting  funds  from  the 
Council  on  every  level,  and  requested  that  the  Department  Director  attend  a  Council  meeting  to  discuss 
the  Department's  support  of  urban  forestry.  Chair  Milne  advised  that  the  Council's  budget  is  not  being 
cut  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  but  by  the  departments  that  fund  it,  e.g.  Redevelopment,  PUC, 
and  DPW.  Member  Cohen  inquired  about  the  lack  of  funding  for  the  tree  pruning  brochure  and  the 
Council  Secretary  reported  that  a  staff  report  indicates  that  there  may  be  potential  funding  from  the 
Department's  Outreach  budget.  Member  Short  indicated  that  the  tree-pruning  brochure  should  be  revised 
slightly  and  reprinted. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Assistant  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  suggested  that  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  could  reduce  the  number  of  meetings  (that  is  now  approximately  48  per  year)  and 
requested  that  this  topic  be  discussed  at  the  July  meeting.  It  was  stated  that  in  order  to  make  meeting 
schedule  revisions,  a  bylaws  amendment  would  have  to  be  noticed.  Part  of  the  suggestion  was  to  retain 
the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  meetings  in  order  to  attend  to  the  landmark  tree  application  process,  but 
that  it  may  be  possible  to  combine  two  Committees  and  have  fewer  Council  meetings  per  year.  The 
Council  was  asked  to  consider  these  suggestions  for  a  discussion  at  the  July  meeting.  Member  Sherk 
stated  that  the  Council  has  a  large  job  before  it,  and  that  it  does  not  make  sense  to  cut  the  number  of 
meetings. 

Member  Blair  inquired  about  potential  funding  in  order  to  do  public  outreach  on  landmark  trees. 
Committee  Reports:  (Discussion). 

•  Funding  Committee 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  July  3,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street.  Chair  Milne  reported 
that  the  Funding  Committee  did  not  have  anything  to  report,  as  they  did  not  meet  in  June. 
Member  Marks  stated  that  he  is  waiting  for  communication  from  the  Department  as  to  who  may 
approach  certain  funders  and  until  that  is  clarified,  it  will  be  hard  to  pursue  outside  funding. 
Chair  Milne  stated  that  at  the  May  Funding  Committee  meeting,  Member  Miller  stated  that  she 
would  talk  to  PG&E  about  a  grant  and  she  was  turned  down,  and  Member  Marks  was  going  to 
investigate  the  state  legislation  about  taxing  water  bottles. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee 

Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  July  19,  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street.  Chair  Milne  reported 
that  the  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  did  not  have  a  report  as  the  June  meeting  was  cancelled. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  July  10,  2007  at  4:00  PM  in  City  Hall,  Room  421.  Chair  Milne 
reported  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  did  not  have  a  quorum  for  their  June  meeting. 
Landmark  Tree  Committee  Chair  Boss  reported  that  David  Habert  has  resigned  his  position  on 
the  Landmark  Tree  Committee.  The  Committee  has  not  recently  reviewed  any  trees  for  landmark 
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tree  status.  Chair  Boss  indicated  that  he  would  be  meeting  with  Supervisor  Tom  Ammiano  to  see 
about  facilitating  more  landmark  trees.  It  was  reported  that  the  Committee  worked  on  revising 
the  Nomination  Form  and  are  now  working  on  revising  and  clarifying  the  criteria  because  there 
was  confusion  in  applying  the  criteria  when  considering  landmark  tree  status. 

9.  Chair's  Announcements:  (Discussion)  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  The  next  Urban 
Forestry  Council  meeting  will  be  on  Friday,  July  27,  2007  at  10:00  AM  in  City  Hall,  Room  400.  Chair 
Milne  made  no  additional  announcements.  Member  Sherk  inquired  about  appointment  of  additional 
members  to  Committees.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  Council  would  be  considering  merging  Committees 
so  it  would  be  premature  to  make  appointments  at  this  time. 

10.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion).  Chair  Milne  stated  that  a  discussion 
about  Committees  and  meetings,  frequency  and  mergers,  would  be  on  next  month's  agenda.  Member 
Sherk  reported  that  Life  Frames  Inc.  and  Living  Library  are  working  on  influencing  the  City  to  focus 
more  on  developing  green  jobs.  A  green  training  program  is  being  developed  for  adults  to  train  people 
particularly  low  income,  immigrant  populations  and  exiting  foster  care  youth  to  learn  to  plant  trees,  the 
importance  of  trees,  and  how  to  maintain  them.  It  was  reported  that  this  program  has  not  been 
recommended  for  funding  again  this  year  and  Member  Sherk  requested  that  the  Council  support  this 
effort  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Budget  Committee.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  budget  process  is  going 
on  now  and  would  not  be  considered  on  time  if  it  were  placed  on  next  month's  agenda  in  order  for  the 
Council  to  issue  a  Resolution  of  support.  Member  Sherk  stated  that  she  has  information  on  the  program 
that  she  would  like  to  send  to  the  Secretary  to  send  to  the  Council  Members.  A  discussion  was  held  on 
Sunshine  Ordinance  requirements  as  it  pertains  to  a  Council  Member  or  the  Council  Secretary  sending  out 
information  to  a  quorum  of  members  that  could  potentially  initiate  an  action  or  discussion.  The  Council 
Secretary  indicated  she  would  clarify  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  requirements  with  the  Deputy  City 
Attorney  and  report  back. 

11.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

12.  Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  Meeting  adjourned  at  7:20  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 
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1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:35  p.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Marks  (5:55  p.m.), 
Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sherk,  Short,  and  Sustarich;  Excused:  Members  Habert  and  Miller. 

2.  Approval  of  minutes  of  the  April  24,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting  (Action)  Upon 
Motion  by  Member  Rodgers  and  second  by  Member  Sustarich,  without  objection,  the  April  24,  2007 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  with  a  correction  on  page  4  to  change  the  spelling  of  the  name 
"Rufgard"  to  "Roughgarden"  and  to  confirm  that  on  page  3,  paragraph  4,  72,000  is  the  correct  number  of 
trees  remaining  (72,000  should  be  revised  to  read  72%).  (Absent:  Member  Habert,  Marks  and  Miller) 
(Explanatory    Document:    Approved    Minutes    of    the    April    24,    2007    Regular  Meeting 

http://sfgov.org/sito'sfenvironment  page.asp?id=59844) . 

3.  Commendation  of  Dr.  Larry  Costello  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action).  Council  members  voted  to 
approve  a  commendation  Resolution  for  Dr.  Larry  Costello  for  his  contributions  to  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  and  San  Francisco.  The  Resolution  was  read  into  the  record.  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Boss  and 
second  by  Member  Nervo,  Resolution  File  No.  2007-07-UFC  was  approved  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice- 
Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sherk,  Short,  and  Sustarich: 
Absent:  Member  Habert,  Marks  and  Miller)  (Explanatory  Document:  Commendation  Resolution  No. 

007-07-UFC  (PDF)  hnp://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/Res007-07-UFCCommendLaiTvCostello.pdf). 


A  new  business  item  was  discussed  at  this  time.  Chair  Milne  read  a  commendation  letter  that  he  would  be 
^ending  to  Ms.  Grace  Ma,  commending  her  for  v  "  work  on  the  Council  and  on  her  efforts  and  diligc  ; 
iport  of  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance. 

4.    Commendation  of  Paul  Sacamano  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action).  Council  members  voted  to 
approve  a  commendation  Resolution  for  Paul  Sacamano  for  his  contributions  to  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  and  San  Francisco.  The  Resolution  was  read  into  the  record.  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Rodgers 
and  second  by  Member  Cohen,  Resolution  File  No.  2007-08-UFC  was  approved  with  an  amendment  to 
add  Paul  Sacamano's  number  of  years  worked  for  the  Department  of  Public  Works.  (AYES:  Chair  Milne. 
Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sherk,  Short,  and  Sustarich; 
Absent:  Member  Marks,  Habert  and  Miller)  (Explanatory  Document:  Commendation  Resolution  No. 

008-07-UFC  (PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.om/site/uploadedfiles/Res008-07-UFCCommendPaulSacamano(l).pdf). 


Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Terry  Milne 


Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Terry  Milne 
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5.  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form.  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action)  The  Council  voted  to  approve 
revisions  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form  as  recommended  by  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee. 
(Explanatory  Document:  Revised  Nomination  Form  (Word) 

http://vvebl.sfoov.org/site/uploadedfiles/LandNomAprill  107.doc.) 

Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Mike  Boss 

Member  Boss  reported  that  at  a  previous  meeting,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  approved  changes  to  the 
Evaluation  Form  so  that  the  language  now  complies  with  the  landmark  tree  criteria.  It  was  explained  that 
the  Nomination  Form  revisions  that  were  made  are  for  the  purpose  of  consistency  between  the  Evaluation 
Form  and  the  Nomination  Form.  Changes  that  were  made  have  to  do  with  the  actual  criteria  that  a 
nominator  would  fill  out  starting  on  page  3  with  "Rarity"  to  "Tree  Condition"  on  page  5.  It  was  advised 
that  the  language  on  the  Nomination  Form  is  now  verbatim  to  what  the  Evaluation  Form  contains. 
Member  Blair  discussed  the  importance  of  adding  the  member  of  the  public  who  initiated  the  nomination 
to  the  form  and  that  she  appreciates  the  addition  of  an  address  so  they  can  receive  notification. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Rodgers  and  second  by  Member  Cohen,  the  revised  Landmark  Tree 
Nomination  Form  was  approved  without  objection.  (Absent:  Members  Habert  and  Miller) 

6.  Impact  of  City  Infrastructure  Projects  on  Trees.  The  Council  will  discuss  detrimental  impacts  of  City 
infrastructure  projects  on  trees  (Discussion). 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Mike  Boss 

Member  Boss  reported  on  extensive  damage  to  trees  through  the  work  of  City  agencies,  contractors, 
private  contractors,  and  on  orders  from  the  Public  Health  Department.  Two  City-funded  managed 
infrastructure  projects  that  are  going  on  right  now  within  six  blocks  of  his  home  were  discussed.  Pictures 
were  shown  of  trees  that  had  been  damaged  or  destroyed  as  a  result  of  ineffective  pruning  methods, 
excavation  within  the  root  zones  of  trees,  and  lack  of  protection  measures  during  construction.  Projects 
discussed  included: 

Project  1  on  Powhattan  Street  at  the  base  of  Bernal  Heights  Hill,  a  tunnel  being  dug  through  Bernal 
Heights  Hill  for  water  purposes.  It  was  stated  and  shown  through  pictures  that  the  trees  are  suffering 
damage  on  their  trunks  and  branches  due  to  the  work  of  the  contractors;  and 

Project  2  is  the  Bernal  Heights  East  Slope  Infrastructure  Improvement  Project,  a  project  that  has  to  do 
with  improving  lighting,  sewer,  fire  hydrants  and  access  to  various  parts  of  the  hill.  A  discussion  was 
held  on  the  amount  of  excavation  that  is  being  done  in  order  to  install  staircases  on  Mayflower  Street 
causing  dam-      fcp  trees.  It  was  stated  that  a  native        eye  was  pruned  almost  in  half  in 

order  to  ^eate  access  1  olants;  A  Yucca  tree  was  sh  *  ?  a  V-  ;  parently  pulled 

off  a  limb;  ouier  similar  d  mage  was  shown  to  other  trees  within  the  project  aiea. 

Member  Boss  stated  that  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a  tree  protection  plan  in  place  for  these  two  projects. 
It  was  stated  that  there  are  design  problems  and  that  more  attention  should  be  given  to  preservation. 
Member  Boss  indicated  that  four  eucalyptus  trees  were  posted  for  removal  in  order  to  build  a  four-foot 
wide  staircase,  but  that  he  was  able  to  save  two  of  the  eucalyptus  trees  by  gathering  community  support. 
Member  Boss  discussed  other  incidents  where  trees  had  been  damaged,  e.g.  a  rare  rose  apple  tree  that  had 
been  destroyed  when  a  piece  of  equipment  skid  off  the  road;  across  the  street  from  that  tree,  the  branches 
of  Pittosporum  trees  that  were  removed  by  "backhoe  pruning." 
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Chair  Milne  asked  Member  Sustarich  whether  the  City  Distribution  Division  of  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  has  a  provision  in  their  contracts  for  tree  protection.  Member  Sustarich 
stated  that  there  are  provisions  in  the  specifications  for  tree  protection  zones  and  for  not  using  backhoe 
trimming,  but  it  is  not  adhered  to  in  most  cases.  It  was  stated  that  in  most  cases,  contractors  are  under 
pressure  to  complete  the  work  and  do  not  consider  trees  as  that  important.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the 
trees  that  Member  Boss  is  discussing  are  street  trees  that  belong  to  the  homeowner  and  the  City,  not  PUC 
trees.  Chair  Milne  asked  if  the  SFPUC  Commission  is  responsive  to  issues  that  effect  trees,  such  as  the 
issues  discussed  in  today's  presentation.  Member  Sustarich  stated  that  he  has  not  attended  Commission 
meetings,  but  usually  the  process  is  that  people  call  the  Communications  Division  for  answers  to 
questions  and  if  they  can't  answer  the  question,  he  or  other  appropriate  staff  members  receive  a  referral. 

Member  Short  stated  that  the  subject  trees  are  mostly  in  the  public  right  of  way  and  are  protected  by  the 
Urban  Forestry  Ordinance,  so  the  contractor  is  obligated  to  protect  those  trees  during  construction.  The 
Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  can  issue  fines  to  the  contractor  and  hold  them  accountable  to  the 
damage.  Member  Short  stated  that  the  problem  is  that  trees  are  not  on  people's  radar  screens,  and 
recommended  that  as  a  role  for  the  Council  to  raise  awareness  at  every  City  agency.  It  was  stated  that  the 
Urban  Forestry  Division  is  routinely  overturned  at  hearings  when  staff  is  recommending  that  trees  be 
preserved  for  bigger  projects.  Member  Short  discussed  the  lack  of  community  support  for  retaining  trees 
on  Bacon  Street  that  were  approved  for  removal  as  part  of  a  Library  project. 

Member  Cohen  discussed  San  Francisco's  view  of  trees  as  being  in  conflict  with  development  in 
comparison  with  other  Bay  Area  communities  that  view  trees  as  part  of  development,  and  suggested  that 
San  Francisco  is  in  need  of  a  paradigm  shift.  Member  Cohen  asked  that  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  print  the  pictures  in  color,  put  together  a  binder  to  send  to  each  of  the  Departments,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  and  the  Mayor  to  show  what  is  going  on  with  our  trees  and  talk  to  the  City 
Attorney's  Office  to  file  a  class  action  suit  against  every  entity  that  is  breaking  Code. 

Member  Marks  stated  that  he  understands  the  Urban  Forest  Ordinance  has  a  provision  for  tree  protection 
and  it  is  a  requirement  by  contractors  to  make  sure  trees  are  not  harmed.  It  was  stated  that  all  that  means 
in  practice  is  that  there  is  a  zone  around  trees  and  people  have  to  be  careful  not  to  go  into  that  zone,  but 
that  there  is  no  physical  protection  of  the  trees.  Member  Marks  stated  that  other  Bay  Area  communities 
put  barricades  around  trees  during  development  and  recommended  that  San  Francisco  should  do  the  same. 

Member  Rodgers  reported  that  the  Planning  Department  has  recently  set  forth  a  requirement  for  a  Tree 
Protection  Plan  so  that  when  a  private  developer  is  doing  work  within  the  zone  of  a  tree  canopy  that  they 
put  up  some  protection  around  the  tree.  Exceptions  are  made  for  street  trees  where  it  can  be  just  around 
the  tree  well  instead  of  under  the  whole  tree  canopy.  It  is  required  that  an  arborist  approves  the  Tree 
Protection  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  it  is  the  practice  of  San  Francisco  to  set  a  higher  bar  for  public  projects 
than  for  private  developers.  Member  Rodgers  stated  that  there  is  a  lack  of  awareness  among  the  agencies 
that  are  doing  this  public  work,  and  recommended  that  the  Council  write  a  draft  Resolution  to  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  urging  DPW  to  do  enforcement  actions  on  public  agencies,  to  urge  public  agencies  to  step 
up  their  contract  deliberations  so  that  independent  contractors  are  more  aware  that  this  is  a  serious  issue, 
and  to  plan  on  treating  these  protected  trees  differently  than  in  the  past.  Member  Rodgers  also  indicated 
that  it  is  incumbent  on  the  individual  agency  representatives  to  work  with  their  agencies  to  enforce 
regulations. 

Member  Rodgers  discussed  the  Planning  Department's  involvement  with  an  interagency  effort  called  the 
Better  Streets  Program  to  work  with  DPW  and  other  agencies  on  a  streets  plan  for  the  City  of  San 
Francisco.  One  component  of  the  Plan  would  require  a  payback  for  trees  during  public  development 
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projects,  e.g.  in  kind  replacement  if  trees  were  lost.  It  was  recommended  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  be 
asked  for  specific  criteria  for  tree  protection  in  order  to  ensure  success. 

Chair  Milne  asked  if  the  Library  Commission  approved  the  plans  for  the  Library  on  Bacon  Street. 
Member  Short  stated  that  the  Library  was  part  of  the  bond  measure  for  new  libraries.  It  was  stated  that  an 
application  was  made  to  remove  the  trees  that  was  initially  denied  at  the  staff  level  but  was  overturned,  as 
there  was  public  support  to  remove  the  trees,  not  to  retain  them. 

Member  Blair  stated  that  trees  are  continuously  cut  down  during  development,  and  there  does  not  seem  to 
be  political  will  to  support  tree  preservation  in  San  Francisco.  It  was  stated  that  other  Bay  Area 
communities,  such  as  Berkeley,  have  lush  tree  canopies  in  comparison  to  San  Francisco's.  Member  Blair 
advised  that  Los  Gatos  requires  a  hefty  deposit  from  developers  that  are  held  onto  for  five  years  to  make 
sure  that  trees  are  preserved  and  recommended  a  similar  program  for  San  Francisco.  It  was  suggested  that 
DPW  raise  awareness  of  this  process  so  that  construction  workers  understand  what  is  required.  Member 
Blair  indicated  that  even  fines  might  not  mean  much  to  a  multi-million  dollar  development.  It  was 
suggested  that  more  trees  be  landmarked,  especially  in  parks,  to  ensure  their  preservation. 

Member  Boss  stated  there  are  many  issues  that  play  a  role,  e.g.  planning,  project  implementation, 
supervision,  enforcement,  education  and  awareness.  It  was  proposed  that  this  topic  be  considered  by  the 
Planning  Committee  to  develop  an  action  plan. 

Member  Sherk  recommended  not  only  addressing  the  public  sector,  but  also  educating  the  private  sector 
through  schools  in  order  to  cultivate  a  different  attitude  on  the  importance  of  trees,  especially  among 
young  people.  It  was  recommended  that  a  Committee  work  on  writing  an  Op-Ed  to  be  submitted  to  the 
newspaper  that  would  discuss  the  importance  of  outreach  and  education  on  tree  preservation  targeting 
City  officials  and  the  private  sector. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  recommended  an  Op-Ed  and  contacting  Chron  Watch  with  a  discussion  of  the 
institutional  lack  of  respect  for  trees  during  development  projects  and  bringing  the  photographs  to  their 
attention.  It  was  indicated  that  the  City  responds  instantaneously  to  Chron  Watch  to  make  sure  that  their 
reputation  is  upheld.  Member  Quirke  also  suggested  moving  ahead  with  an  action  plan  through  the 
Committee  process,  but  recommended  a  less  methodical  approach  with  a  more  rapid  timeline. 

Member  Cohen  requested  a  status  report  from  the  agencies  that  have  given  reports  to  the  Council  on  their 
efforts  on  behalf  of  trees  as  she  has  not  seen  that  much  progress.  It  was  stated  that  the  Council  has  a  lack 
of  leadership  without  a  Coordinator  and  asked  when  there  would  be  a  replacement  on  the  previous 
Coordinator's  level  that  has  ai  ithot!      '^.rtments.  Member  Cohen  also  s  •  :*>po;  of... 

vnting  Op-Eds.  . 

Member  Marks  spoke  in  support  of  contacting  Chron  Watch  and  recommended  that  the  Council  in  the 
next  month  figure  out  ways  to  collect  more  pictures  around  the  City  in  order  to  demonstrate  that  it  is  not  a 
random  occurrence,  but  is  happening  a  great  deal.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  a  need  to  show  the  enormity 
of  the  problem  by  assembling  a  large  volume  of  incidents,  or  it  will  be  dismissed.  Chair  Milne  spoke  in 
support  of  this  effort  and  suggested  putting  together  a  presentation  at  Commissions,  Supervisor's 
Committees,  contacting  the  newspaper,  and  to  do  it  consistently. 

Member  Blair  stated  that  there  is  more  need  for  tree  protection  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor's 
level.  Chair  Milne  asked  how  successful  the  fining  system  is.  Member  Short  stated  that  an  analysis  was 
done  recently  and  it  has  improved  over  time  for  the  percentage  of  fines  that  have  been  upheld  when  they 
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get  to  an  administrative  hearing.  It  was  stated  that  fines  tend  to  get  reduced,  but  that  is  changing  as  more 
fines  are  being  upheld  by  hearing  officers.  Member  Short  advised  that  there  are  currently  two  full  time 
staff  members  that  can  process  fines  but  are  not  working  full  time  on  fines  as  DPW  does  not  have 
available  staff.  It  was  stated  that  when  DPW  finds  about  these  violations  they  can  issue  fines,  and 
requested  that  Member  Boss  send  the  information  to  her.  Member  Short  advised  Member  Marks  that 
DPW  has  hundreds  of  photographs  of  tree  problems  in  the  City  that  they  would  be  happy  to  share.  It  was 
recommended  that  this  item  would  be  a  good  topic  at  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  as  to  what 
would  be  practical  next  steps  that  the  Council  could  take.  Member  Boss  stated  that  we  are  talking  about 
changing  how  government  works  and  the  mindset  of  the  people  of  San  Francisco.  That  is  not  a 
spontaneous  thing  that  will  happen  and  asked  that  the  Council  consider  formally  evaluating  this  issue. 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  Planning  Committee  will  put  this  item  on  their  agenda  and  in  the  meantime, 
color  photos  can  be  presented  to  various  City  Committees  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Vice-Chair 
Quirke  stated  that  actions  at  the  Board  level  can  be  initiated  right  away  as  was  the  case  with  the 
Landmark  Tree  Ordinance,  and  recommended  showing  photos  to  an  individual  Board  of  Supervisors 
member  in  order  to  start  the  process.  Member  Boss  stated  that  he  is  willing  to  participate  in  the  action  but 
would  like  support  from  fellow  Council  members.  Member  Cohen  stated  that  she  would  be  sending 
photos  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  a  regular  basis  and  would  be  contacting  a  freelance  writer  that 
writes  articles  on  trees.  It  was  recommended  that  the  Council  put  together  a  concerted  effort  and  then 
bring  in  other  entities.  Member  Cohen  discussed  the  San  Francisco  Tree  Council  who  has  been  working 
on  these  issues  for  over  a  decade,  but  does  not  have  sufficient  staff. 

Staff  Report.  (Information  and  Discussion)  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and 
programmatic  operations  relating  to  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Council  is  short  one  member  and  that  Member  Costello  provided  a 
recommendation.  The  Council  Secretary  advised  that  the  applicant  from  City  College  of  San  Francisco 
indicated  in  an  email  that  he  would  forward  his  application  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Rules  Committee. 
The  seat  is  for  "one  representative  of  the  University  of  California  Cooperative  Extension  or  a 
representative  of  another  educational  organization  involved  with  tree  management."  Chair  Milne  asked 
Council  Members  to  forward  recommendations  either  to  himself  or  to  the  Council  Secretary.  Member 
Blair  recommended  that  Department  staff  send  job  announcements  to  local  universities  and  to  appropriate 
departments.  The  Council  Secretary  stated  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  sends  job 
announcements  to  lists  of  people  who  have  requested  to  receive  job  announcements  and  it  includes 
educational  institutions. 

Additional  reports  included:  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  position  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
has  been  advertised  and  is  classified  as  a  5638  Environmental  Assistant.  Member  Marks  asked  when 
someone  would  actually  be  hired  for  the  position.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  it  would  be  about  mid-August 
before  someone  would  be  hired. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  there  is  now  a  landmark  component  to  the  San  Francisco  Environment  website 
that  has  information  about  landmark  trees  and  nominations.  Chair  Milne  reported  that  in  the  absence  of  a 
coordinator,  landmark  tree  nomination  questions  would  be  forwarded  to  Ms.  Anne  Eng  of  the  Department 
of  the  Environment  who  would  be  forwarding  additional  questions  to  Chair  Milne. 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  Funding  Committee  discussed  acquiring  funds  for  reprinting  the  Urban 
Forestry  brochure  and  the  Tree  Pruning  Standards  brochure  and  that  funding  has  not  yet  been  identified. 
Member  Cohen  stated  that  at  the  last  Council  meeting,  Ms.  Wuerfel  stated  that  she  would  be  happy  to 
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work  on  behalf  of  obtaining  the  funds  for  the  tree  pruning  brochure  but  that  Ms.  Ma  indicated  that  help 
was  not  needed.  Member  Cohen  expressed  her  concern  that  the  Department  is  cutting  funds  from  the 
Council  on  every  level,  and  requested  that  the  Department  Director  attend  a  Council  meeting  to  discuss 
the  Department's  support  of  urban  forestry.  Chair  Milne  advised  that  the  Council's  budget  is  not  being 
cut  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  but  by  the  departments  that  fund  it,  e.g.  Redevelopment,  PUC, 
and  DPW.  Member  Cohen  inquired  about  the  lack  of  funding  for  the  tree  pruning  brochure  and  the 
Council  Secretary  reported  that  a  staff  report  indicates  that  there  may  be  potential  funding  from  the 
Department's  Outreach  budget.  Member  Short  indicated  that  the  tree-pruning  brochure  should  be  revised 
slightly  and  reprinted. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Assistant  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  suggested  that  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  could  reduce  the  number  of  meetings  (that  is  now  approximately  48  per  year)  and 
requested  that  this  topic  be  discussed  at  the  July  meeting.  It  was  stated  that  in  order  to  make  meeting 
schedule  revisions,  a  bylaws  amendment  would  have  to  be  noticed.  Part  of  the  suggestion  was  to  retain 
the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  meetings  in  order  to  attend  to  the  landmark  tree  application  process,  but 
that  it  may  be  possible  to  combine  two  Committees  and  have  fewer  Council  meetings  per  year.  The 
Council  was  asked  to  consider  these  suggestions  for  a  discussion  at  the  July  meeting.  Member  Sherk 
stated  that  the  Council  has  a  large  job  before  it,  and  that  it  does  not  make  sense  to  cut  the  number  of 
meetings. 

Member  Blair  inquired  about  potential  funding  in  order  to  do  public  outreach  on  landmark  trees. 
Committee  Reports:  (Discussion). 

•  Funding  Committee 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  July  3,  2007  at  12:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  Street.  Chair  Milne  reported 
that  the  Funding  Committee  did  not  have  anything  to  report,  as  they  did  not  meet  in  June. 
Member  Marks  stated  that  he  is  waiting  for  communication  from  the  Department  as  to  who  may 
approach  certain  hinders  and  until  that  is  clarified,  it  will  be  hard  to  pursue  outside  funding. 
Chair  Milne  stated  that  at  the  May  Funding  Committee  meeting,  Member  Miller  stated  that  she 
would  talk  to  PG&E  about  a  grant  and  she  was  turned  down,  and  Member  Marks  was  going  to 
investigate  the  state  legislation  about  taxing  water  bottles. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee 

Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeti-  li  be  on  3  '  9  2007  at  4:00  PM  at  1 1  Grove  S  Ghair  I  :  reported, 
that  the  Plann,  lid  not  have  a  report  as  the  Ju 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  July  10,  2007  at  4:00  PM  in  City  Hall,  Room  421.  Chair  Milne 
reported  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  did  not  have  a  quorum  for  their  June  meeting. 
Landmark  Tree  Committee  Chair  Boss  reported  that  David  Habert  has  resigned  his  position  on 
the  Landmark  Tree  Committee.  The  Committee  has  not  recently  reviewed  any  trees  for  landmark 
tree  status.  Chair  Boss  indicated  that  he  would  be  meeting  with  Supervisor  Tom  Ammiano  to  see 
about  facilitating  more  landmark  trees.  It  was  reported  that  the  Committee  worked  on  revising 
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the  Nomination  Form  and  are  now  working  on  revising  and  clarifying  the  criteria  because  there 
was  confusion  in  applying  the  criteria  when  considering  landmark  tree  status. 

9.  Chair's  Announcements:  (Discussion)  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council.  The  next  Urban 
Forestry  Council  meeting  will  be  on  Friday,  July  27,  2007  at  10:00  AM  in  City  Hall,  Room  400.  Chair 
Milne  made  no  additional  announcements.  Member  Sherk  inquired  about  appointment  of  additional 
members  to  Committees.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  Council  would  be  considering  merging  Committees 
so  it  would  be  premature  to  make  appointments  at  this  time. 

10.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion).  Chair  Milne  stated  that  a  discussion 
about  Committees  and  meetings,  frequency  and  mergers,  would  be  on  next  month's  agenda.  Member 
Sherk  reported  that  Life  Frames  Inc.  and  Living  Library  are  working  on  influencing  the  City  to  focus 
more  on  developing  green  jobs.  A  green  training  program  is  being  developed  for  adults  to  train  people 
particularly  low  income,  immigrant  populations  and  exiting  foster  care  youth  to  learn  to  plant  trees,  the 
importance  of  trees,  and  how  to  maintain  them.  It  was  reported  that  this  program  has  not  been 
recommended  for  funding  again  this  year  and  Member  Sherk  requested  that  the  Council  support  this 
effort  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Budget  Committee.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  budget  process  is  going 
on  now  and  would  not  be  considered  on  time  if  it  were  placed  on  next  month's  agenda  in  order  for  the 
Council  to  issue  a  Resolution  of  support.  Member.  Sherk  stated  that  she  has  information  on  the  program 
that  she  would  like  to  send  to  the  Secretary  to  send  to  the  Council  Members.  A  discussion  was  held  on 
Sunshine  Ordinance  requirements  as  it  pertains  to  a  Council  Member  or  the  Council  Secretary  sending  out 
information  to  a  quorum  of  members  that  could  potentially  initiate  an  action  or  discussion.  The  Council 
Secretary  indicated  she  would  clarify  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  requirements  with  the  Deputy  City 
Attorney  and  report  back. 

1 1 .  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

12.  Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  Meeting  adjourned  at  7:20  p.m. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 


Approved:  July  27,  2007 


File  No.  2007-07-UFC  Resolution  No.  007-07-UFC 

June  26,  2007 

[Commendation  of  Dr.  Larry  Costello] 

Resolution  commending  Dr.  Larry  Costello  for  his  dedication  to  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  and  to  greatly  improving  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  through  his  ongoing 
research  and  education  efforts. 


WHEREAS,  Larry  Costello  is  a  renowned  expert  who  has  greatly  contributed  to 
the  fields  of  horticulture  and  urban  forestry;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Larry  Costello  has  served  on  the  Tree  Advisory  Board  and  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  for  twelve  years;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Larry  Costello  has  trained  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  staff, 
nonprofit  organizations  and  community  members  in  best  practices  for  tree  care  and 
maintenance;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Larry  Costello  has  made  innumerable  contributions  to  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  commends  Larry  Costello  for  his 
dedication  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and  to  vastly  improving  San  Francisco's  urban 
forest  through  his  research  and  education  efforts;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  wishes  Larry  Costello 
well  in  all  his  future  endeavors. 

I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's 
Regular  Meeting  on  June  26,  2007. 


Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

VOTE:  Approved  (12-0)  (2  Absent)  (1  Vacant) 

Ayes:  Council  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Nervo,  Marks,  Milne,  Quirke,  Sherk, 
Rodgers,  Short,  and  Sustarich. 

Absent:  Council  Members  Habert  and  Miller 
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ile  No.  2007-08-UFC  Resolution  No.  008-07-UFC 

June  26,  2007 

Commendation  of  Paul  Sacamano] 

esolution  commending  Paul  Sacamano  for  his  dedication  to  the  Urban  Forestry 
ouncil  and  to  greatly  improving  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  through  his  ongoing 
rofessional  commitment  and  work. 

WHEREAS,  Paul  Sacamano  has  developed  and  advanced  the  field  of  urban 
>rest  research  for  the  United  States  Forest  Service;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Paul  Sacamano  has  worked  for  the  City  and  County  of  San 
rancisco,  Department  of  Public  Works  for  over  7  1/2  years;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Paul  Sacamano  has  demonstrated  exemplary  dedication  and 
Dmmitment  to  the  urban  forest  in  San  Francisco;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Paul  Sacamano  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  Urban 
orestry  Council  and  its  achievements  to  date;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  commends  Paul  Sacamano  for  his 
edication  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  and  to  greatly  improving  San  Francisco's 
rban  forest  through  his  professional  and  volunteer  efforts;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  wishes  Paul  Sacamano 
(ell  in  his  future  endeavors. 

I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's 
tegular  Meeting  on  June  26,  2007. 

fonica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

'OTE:  Approved  (12-0)  (2  Absent)  (1  Vacant) 

tyes:  Council  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Nervo,  Marks,  Milne,  Quirke,  Sherk, 
lodgers,  Short,  and  Sustarich. 
Joes:  None 

absent:  Council  Members  Habert  and  Miller 
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Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 


Order  of  Business 

AGENDA 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  June  26,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion 
and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  June  26,  2007  Regular  Meeting 

http://sfgov.org/siteysfenvironment  page.asp?id=63453). 

3.  November  2007  Potential  Ballot  Issue:  "Parking  for  Neighborhoods  Initiative."  The  Council 
will  hear  concerns  about  the  potential  loss  of  existing  trees/and  or  planting  spaces  for  new  trees  if  this 
initiative  passes  (Discussion).  (Explanatory  Document:  Alert:  Parking  vs.  Trees  (Word) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/ALERTPARKINGVSTREES.DOC) 

Sponsor:  Council  Member  Carolyn  Blair 
Speaker:  Gillian  Gillett,  San  Jose  Guerrero  Coalition 

4.  Change  to  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Meeting  Schedule  and  Consolidation  of  Committees. 

Council  members  will  discuss  changing  the  number  of  Committee  and  Council  meetings  and/or 
consolidation  of  Committees  and  may  vote  to  recommend  changing  the  Bylaws  (Discussion  and 
Possible  Action) 

Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Terry  Milne,  Chair 

5.  Council  Secretary  Report.  New  Ethics  Commission  Requirements.  (Explanatory  Documents: 
New  Regulations  on  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources  and  Subordinates  (PDF) 

http://webi  .sfgov.org/site,upioadedfiies/GiftsfromRestrictedSources.pdfand  Statement  of  Incompatible  Activities  (Word) 
http://webi.sfgov.org/site/upioadedfiies/siA070907.doc)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 

6.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations 
relating  to  research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion) 

7.  Committee  Reports: 

•  Funding  Committee,  Chair, 

A  report  will  be  presented  on  the  July  3  Funding  Committee  Meeting.  The  next  meeting 
will  be  on  September  4,  2007  at  12:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

A  report  will  be  presented  on  the  July  18  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Meeting.  The 
next  meeting  will  be  on  August  16,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  July  10  meeting  was  cancelled  due  to  a  lack  of  quorum.  The  next  meeting  will  be  on 
August  14,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

8.   Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and 
Discussion). 


Z 


9.   New  Business  (Information  and  Discussion). 


10.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

11.  Adjournment 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Council  is  limited  to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is 
the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location 
are:  #42  Downtown  Loop,  and  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations 
at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the 
agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation. 
Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415) 
554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall.  Room  409.  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724:  Fax  No.:  (415)  554- 
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7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 


Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 


Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required 
by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and 
report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at: 
30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  581-2300,  fax  (415)  581-2317;  web  site  at 

www.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Other  Important  Information 


The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the  Department  of 
Environment's  webpage:  www.sfenvironment.com/;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above 
address  or  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fishffc  Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of 
a  meeting. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer 
recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the 
public. 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Posted:  July  19,  2007 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 

JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 
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S.F.  parking  plan  riles  transit  backers 


Initiative  to  increase  parking  is  met  with  resistance;  foes  see  it  as  a  reversal  of  years  of 
successful  public-transit  planning, 

Alexandria  Rocha,  The  Examiner 
2007-07-03  10:00:00.0 
Current  rank:  #  278  of  8,282 

SAN  FRANCISCO  - 

An  initiative  to  increase  the  number  of  parking  spaces  in  San  Francisco  has  public-transit 
advocates  furious,  while  supporters  say  it  will  help  drivers  and  small-business  owners  as 
parking  becomes  more  of  a  hassle. 

Supporters  claim  the  initiative,  sponsored  by  the  San  Francisco  Council  of  District  Merchants 
Associations,  prepares  The  City  for  an  expected  influx  of  vehicles  during  the  next  five  years. 
Opponents,  however,  say  it  would  reverse  30  years  of  successful  public-transit  planning  and 
squeeze  out  areas  dedicated  to  pedestrians,  bicyclists  and  buses. 

Specifically,  the  61-page  ordinance,  formally  called  the  "Parking  for  Neighborhoods 
Initiative,"  would  allow  developers  to  build  a  minimum  of  three  parking  spaces  for  every  four 
units  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  Currently,  developers  are  allowed  to  build  one  parking 
space  for  every  four  units. 

The  initiative  would  also  require  developers  to  build  one  parking  space  for  each  unit 
throughout  the  rest  of  The  City  and  allow  property  owners  to  build  parking  spaces  —  even  if 
bus  stops,  bicycle  lanes  or  trees  are  in  the  way.  Additionally,  the  measure  requires  a 
minimum  number  of  spaces  for  low-emission  and  hybrid  vehicles. 

The  measure  would  reverse  a  long-standing  trend  in  San  Francisco  toward  decreasing  the 
amount  of  parking  spaces.  Both  public-transit  advocates  and  car-friendly  backers  say  they 
have  been  battling  for  their  respective  interests  for  decades. 

"We've  added  millions  of  square  feet  of  office  buildings  and  tens  of  thousands  of  jobs  in 
downtown  and  have  done  so  by  increasing  transit  ridership,"  said  Tom  Radulovich,  executive 
director  of  Livable  City. 

In  the  last  few  years,  Radulovich  said  downtown  San  Francisco  has  thrived  as  a  mecca  for 
retail  without  a  significant  amount  of  new  space  for  parking.  The  Westfield  Shopping  Center, 
for  example,  opened  without  additional  parking  and  still  attracts  thousands  of  shoppers  each 
day. 

Supporters  of  the  initiative,  however,  say  it  will  actually  assist  in  the  effort  by  getting  cars  off 
the  streets  and  into  parking  structures.  Jim  Ross,  a  political  consultant  for  the  campaign, 
said  the  measure  is  an  attempt  to  face  the  reality  that  more  vehicles  will  be  in  San  Francisco 
over  the  next  few  years. 

"We  can't  force  a  earless  culture  when  the  average  household  in  San  Francisco  owns  almost 
two  cars,"  he  said. 

The  initiative  is  likely  heading  to  the  ballot  in  November.  Ross  said  the  measure  needs  a  little 
more  than  10,300  signatures  to  make  it  on  the  ballot,  and  supporters  have  already  collected 
more  than  12,000. 

Making  a  case  for  parking 

A  new  initiative  altering  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  with  regards  to  parking  in 

il 


The  City  is  headed  for  the  November  ballot.  Here  are  some  of  its  proposals: 

»  Divides  The  City  into  four  planning  "quadrants"  that  correspond  with  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission's  "superdistricts." 

»  Allows  developers  to  build  three  parking  spaces  for  every  four  units  in  downtown. 

»  Requires  developers  to  build  one  parking  space  for  every  residential  unit  throughout  The 
City. 

»  Allows  property  owners  to  build  at  least  one  parking  space  regardless  of  bus  stops,  bicycle 
lanes  or  trees  that  may  be  in  the  way. 

»  Expands  the  distance  in  which  "off-site"  parking  can  be  built  for  a  unit  from  600  feet  to 
1,000  feet  away. 

»  Requires  a  certain  number  of  parking  spaces  for  structures  with  25  or  more  units  to  be 
dedicated  for  low-emission  or  hybrid  vehicles. 

-  Source:  Parking  for  Neighborhoods  Initiative 

arocha@examiner.com 

Do  you  think  The  City  needs  more  parking? 

Downtown's  sneaky  parking  plan 

A  measure  would  prohibit  programs  to  make  the  city's  mean  streets  safer  for  all  of  us 
By  Tom  Radulovich 

OPINION  Two  years  ago  this  week,  the  mayors  of  many  of  the  world's  largest  cities 
gathered  in  San  Francisco  for  World  Environment  Day  and  pledged  to  make  their  cities  more 
livable  and  sustainable  places. 

San  Francisco  justly  prides  itself  on  being  an  environment-minded  city  made  of  diverse  and 
livable  neighborhoods.  Thanks  in  large  part  to  the  city's  historic  neighborhoods,  designed 
around  walking  and  public  transit,  San  Franciscans  generate  fewer  greenhouse  gas  emissions 
per  capita  than  residents  of  any  city  in  the  country  except  New  York. 

Unfortunately,  one  of  the  most  environmentally  unfriendly  measures  to  come  along  in  a 
decade  may  be  headed  to  the  ballot.  A  shadowy  coalition  of  downtown  interests  is  gathering 
signatures  for  a  measure,  the  brainchild  of  Republican  financier  Don  Fisher,  that  would 
impose  a  one-size-fits-all  parking  "solution"  on  San  Francisco's  distinct  neighborhoods  while 
removing  protections  for  pedestrians,  cyclists,  and  public  transit  from  the  city's  Planning 
Code. 

This  measure,  blandly  titled  the  Parking  for  Neighborhoods  Initiative,  threatens  to  reverse 
decades  of  progress  toward  a  sustainable  and  livable  San  Francisco. 

If  this  measure  becomes  law,  it  will  negate  the  ability  of  neighborhoods  to  plan  their  own 
future,  to  provide  affordable  housing  options,  and  to  make  their  streets  safe  and  livable.  It 


will,  in  a  stroke,  overturn  many  years'  worth  of  neighborhood-based  planning  efforts,  from 
downtown  and  South  of  Market  through  Hayes  Valley  and  the  Mission  to  Balboa  Park. 

Reduced-parking  requirements,  limitations  on  creating  new  parking  spaces,  have  become  a 
useful  tool  for  decreasing  traffic  congestion,  encouraging  walking,  cycling,  and  public  transit 
use,  and  making  housing  more  affordable  in  the  city's  most  dense  and  transit-rich 
neighborhoods.  The  city's  Downtown  Plan,  adopted  in  the  1980s,  encouraged  the  area  to 
grow  as  a  diverse  commercial,  industrial,  and  residential  district,  oriented  to  transit  rather 
than  the  automobile. 

Many  neighborhoods  may  not  choose  reduced-parking  requirements,  but  where  they  fit, 
residents  have  embraced  them  as  a  way  to  preserve  their  neighborhoods'  livability,  character, 
and  affordability.  Nearly  a  third  of  San  Francisco  households  live  without  a  car.  A  UC 
Berkeley  study  showed  that  units  without  parking  spaces  are  affordable  to  twice  as  many 
households  as  units  with  them. 

The  measure  would  also  prohibit  programs  to  make  San  Francisco's  mean  streets  safer  places 
for  all  of  us,  particularly  children,  elders,  and  the  disabled.  It  arrogantly  asserts  the  right  of 
developers  to  cut  new  driveways  and  garage  entrances  wherever  they  want,  regardless  of  the 
number  of  pedestrians,  cyclists,  and  Muni  riders  who  would  be  inconvenienced  or  even 
endangered. 

Proponents  of  the  measure  are  trying  to  give  it  a  green  gloss,  invoking  provisions  about  car 
sharing  and  low-emission  vehicles.  Don't  be  fooled  —  this  ill-conceived  measure  will  make 
our  city  less  sustainable,  less  livable,  less  affordable,  and  less  safe.  Don't  sign  the  petition!  * 

Tom  Radulovich  is  executive  director  of  Livable  City  (www.livablecity.org). 

Wednesday  June  6,  2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO  - 

Anyone  who  has  spent  even  a  short  weekend  in  San  Francisco  knows  that  when  it  comes 
to  finding  parking,  drivers  are  often  driven  to  distraction. 

Downtown,  in  the  Marina,  in  the  Mission  or  even  the  Inner  Sunset,  parking  has  become 
as  elusive  as  reasoned  political  debate.  And  it's  not  an  illusion  —  the  California 
Department  of  Transportation  estimates  that  San  Francisco  has  lost  10,000  parking 
spaces  in  the  last  seven  years. 

That  will  explain  why  a  measure  to  increase  the  number  of  parking  spots,  particularly  in 
commercial  residential  areas,  is  cruising  toward  the  ballot.  A  coalition  of  neighborhood 
groups  and  small-business  organizations  are  pushing  the  parking  initiative  and  started 
gathering  the  10,500  signatures  this  week  needed  to  get  the  measure  qualified. 

And  as  with  anything  related  to  cars  and  parking  in  San  Francisco,  the  initiative  is  certain 
to  be  controversial  —  especially  since  supervisors  last  year  reduced  the  parking  ratio  in 
the  downtown  area  on  new  developments.  City  Hall  sources  said  that  when  Board  of 
Supervisors  President  Aaron  Peskin  got  wind  of  the  campaign,  he  went  apoplectic, 
threatening  several  people  with  a  promise  that  he  would  "downzone"  Mission  Bay  if  the 
parking  measure  went  forth. 

Yet  the  rancor  that  may  greet  the  initiative  in  some  quarters  will  likely  be  diminished  by  a 
practical  reality.  Residents  and  business  owners  list  the  lack  of  parking  as  one  of  their 


major  complaints  in  city  surveys,  and  backers  of  the  initiative  say  early  polling  indicates 
that  the  plan  is  about  as  popular  as  the  Care  Not  Cash  welfare  reform  measure  that 
passed  a  few  years  back  with  60  percent  of  the  vote. 

Jordanna  Thigpen,  vice  president  of  the  Small  Business  Commission,  said  the  lack  of 
parking  has  become  more  like  a  civic  mantra  since  she  joined  the  panel  four  years  ago. 

"I'm  a  big  supporter  of  reducing  energy  consumption,"  said  Thigpen,  who  does  not  own  a 
car.  "But  there  has  to  be  some  orderly  retreat  from  that  position  and  that's  what  this 
measure  does. 

"The  fact  is,  we  still  need  practical  measures  to  help  those  people  who  have  cars.  I  may 
not  own  one,  but  if  I  had  two  kids  under  the  age  of  5,  was  a  senior  or  was  disabled,  I 
know  I  would  want  a  car.  These  are  all  constituents  in  The  City  and  some  of  them  need 
cars." 

The  parking  initiative  would  allow  property  owners  of  buildings  up  to  four  units  to  add  at 
least  one  parking  stall  and  would  require  developers  to  construct  a  minimum  of  one 
parking  space  for  each  unit  they  build  outside  of  The  City's  downtown  area,  which  is 
roughly  defined  as  Van  Ness  Avenue  to  the  Embarcadero.  The  measure  would  also  allow 
developers  to  build  a  minimum  of  three  parking  space  for  every  four  housing  units  in  the 
downtown  area. 

The  measure  would  also  make  it  easier  for  homeowners  to  build  garages  for  their  houses 
as  long  as  their  design  meets  city  planning  requirements.  And  it  would  also  encourage 
the  use  of  hybrid  cars  and  car-sharing  services  such  as  Zip  Car  by  requiring  developers  to 
set  aside  spaces  for  alternative  fuel  vehicles. 

"You  are  certainly  not  going  to  solve  the  parking  problem  with  one  ballot  initiative,"  said 
political  consultant  Jim  Ross,  who  is  heading  the  campaign.  "But  at  least  you  can  try  to 
address  some  of  the  issues. 

"This  doesn't  give  developers  carte  blanche  to  build  an  extreme  amount  of  parking,  it's 
just  a  common-sense  measure  to  create  reasonable  parking  requirements.  People  like  the 
idea  that  they  have  a  place  to  park  their  cars,  and  for  businesses,  there's  a  whole  deeper 
economic  goal  there." 

San  Francisco's  "transit  first"  policy  has  been  the  doctrine  driving  parking  policy  in  recent 
years,  but  Muni's  woes  are  among  the  reasons  people  won't  give  up  their  cars.  According 
to  a  recent  American  Community  Survey,  nearly  90  percent  of  San  Francisco 
homeowners  have  cars,  and  50  percent  of  them  have  two  or  more  cars. 

"The  reality  is  that  people  aren't  giving  up  their  cars  despite  The  City's  transit-first 
policy,"  said  Jim  Maxwell,  president  of  the  San  Francisco  Council  of  District  Merchants 
Associations.  "If  we  can  guarantee  minimum  levels  of  parking,  it  will  be  better  for  all  of 
us." 

Backers  of  the  measure  have  until  mid-July  to  gather  the  signatures  to  qualify  it  for  the 
ballot.  Initial  meetings  with  business  owners  and  neighborhood  groups  seem  to  indicate 
that  the  proposal  has  enthusiastic  support,  but  it  has  yet  to  face  the  anti-car  groups  that 
drive  much  of  San  Francisco's  parking  and  traffic  policies. 

In  most  big  cities  parking  is  a  practical  issue,  not  a  political  one,  but  practicality  here  is 
often  as  scarce  as  a  coveted  parking  space. 

Ken  Garcia's  column  appears  Tuesdays,  Thursdays  and  weekends  in  The  Examiner.  E- 
mail  him  at  kgarcia@examiner.com  or  call  him  at  (415)  359-2663. 
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Date:  June  27,  2007 

To:  Honorable  Elected  Officials 

Members  of  Boards  and  Commissions 
Department  Heads 

From:  John  St.  Croix 

Executive  Director 

Re:  New  regulations  regarding  gifts  from  restricted  sources  and  gifts  from 

subordinates 

Effective  July  13,  2007,  all  City  officers  and  employees  will  be  subject  to  new 
regulations  governing  gifts  from  restricted  sources  and  gifts  from  subordinates.  This 
memorandum  provides  a  brief  discussion  of  the  new  regulations;  the  text  of  local  laws 
and  regulations  governing  gifts  is  set  forth  in  the  attached  document. 


What  is  the  rule  on  gifts  from  restricted  sources? 

Under  section  3.216  of  the  San  Francisco  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct  Code, 
no  officer  or  employee  may  solicit  or  accept  any  gift  from  a  person  who  the  officer  or 
employee  knows  or  has  reason  to  know  is  a  restricted  source.  The  law,  which  took 
effect  in  January  2007,  requires  the  Ethics  Commission  to  adopt  implementing 
regulations,  including  regulations  to  exempt  voluntary  gifts  that  are  nominal  in  value. 

What  is  a  restricted  source? 

A  restricted  source  is  a  person  or  entity  that  falls  into  one  of  two  categories: 

1 .  A  restricted  source  is  any  person  who  does  business  with  or  seeks  to  do  business 
with  the  department  of  the  officer  or  employee.  "Doing  business"  means 
entering  into  or  performing  pursuant  to  a  contract  with  the  department  of  the 
officer  or  employee.  Thus,  for  example,  if  ABC  Flowers  has  a  contract  to 
provide  flowers  to  the  Ethics  Commission,  no  officer  or  employee  of  the  Ethics 
Commission  may  solicit  or  accept  a  gift  from  ABC  Flowers,  unless  the  gift  falls 
into  one  of  the  exceptions  described  below. 


2.  A  restricted  source  is  also  any  person  who  during  the  past  12  months  knowingly 
attempted  to  influence  the  particular  officer  or  employee  in  any  legislative  or 
administrative  action.  This  means  that  the  person  either  has  contacted  or 
appeared  before,  or  has  taken  other  steps  to  influence  the  officer  or  employee. 
"Intent  to  influence"  means  any  communication  made  to  support,  promote, 
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influence,  modify,  oppose,  delay  or  advance  a  governmental  decision.  However,  under 
the  regulations,  the  following  communications  are  not  made  with  the  "intent  to 
influence":  routine  requests  for  information,  comments  that  are  made  as  a  panelist  or 
speaker,  comments  made  in  a  general  informational  meeting,  public  comments,  or 
communications  that  involve  an  action  that  is  solely  ministerial,  secretarial,  manual  or 
clerical.  Thus,  for  example,  a  Form  700  Statement  of  Economic  Interests  ("SEI")  filer 
who  asks  Ethics  Commission  staff  where  to  obtain  the  Form  700  is  not  a  restricted 
source;  a  Form  700  SEI  filer  who  during  the  past  12  months  requested  a  waiver  of  late 
fines  is  a  restricted  source. 

Are  there  exceptions  to  the  ban  on  gifts  from  restricted  sources? 

Yes.  There  are  several  exemptions,  the  most  notable  of  which  are  listed  below.  Please  note, 
however,  that  other  laws  may  prohibit  or  limit  employees  and  officers  from  receiving  certain 
gifts.  For  more  information  about  these  laws,  see  the  Manual  on  Governmental  Ethics  Laws, 
available  online  at  sfgov.org/ethics  and  from  the  Ethics  Commission. 

1 .  Voluntary  gifts,  other  than  cash,  with  an  aggregate  value  of  $25  or  less  per  occasion. 
However,  this  exception  is  limited  to  no  more  than  four  occasions  per  year.  In 
addition,  if  the  restricted  source  is  a  source  of  gifts  that  must  be  reported  on  an  officer 
or  employee's  Form  700,  the  officer  or  employee  must  report  such  gifts  if  they  total 
$50  or  more  in  a  calendar  year. 

2.  Voluntary  gifts  of  food  or  drink,  regardless  of  value,  to  be  shared  in  the  office  among 
officers  and  employees. 

3.  Free  attendance  at  a  widely  attended  convention,  conference,  seminar  or  symposium. 
This  may  include  waiver  of  all  or  part  of  a  conference  fee,  the  provision  of  local 
transportation,  the  provision  of  food,  refreshments,  entertainment  or  instructional 
materials  furnished  to  all  attendees,  or  attendance  at  "meet  and  greet"  events  and 
meals  offered  in  connection  with  the  event  where  networking  opportunities  may 
enable  the  officer  or  employee  to  establish  working  relationships  that  may  inure  to  the 
benefit  of  the  City. 

What  is  the  ban  on  gifts  from  subordinates? 

Generally,  no  officer  or  employee  may  solicit  or  accept  any  gift  from  a  subordinate  or  a  candidate 
or  applicant  for  a  position  as  an  employee  or  subordinate  under  the  officer  or  employee.  There 
are  exemptions  to  this  rule,  which  are  set  forth  in  Regulation  3. 21 6(c)- 1 .  Under  the  new 
regulation,  a  supervisor  may  accept  a  gift,  other  than  cash,  with  an  aggregate  value  of  $25  or  less 
per  occasion,  given  on  occasions  on  which  gifts  are  traditionally  given,  such  as  birthdays  or 
certain  holidays. 

What  should  you  do  if  you  have  questions? 

Contact  the  Ethics  Commission  by  calling  415.252.3100,  or  emailing 
ethics.commmisionfcisfgov.org.  or  writing  to  us  at  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  220,  San 
Francisco,  C A  94102. 
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San  Francisco  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct  Code  sections  regarding  Gifts 
SEC.  3.216.  GIFTS. 

(a)  Prohibition  on  Bribery.  No  person  shall  offer  or  make,  and  no  officer  or  employee 
shall  accept,  any  gift  with  the  intent  that  the  City  officer  or  employee  will  be  influenced 
thereby  in  the  performance  of  any  official  act. 

(b)  General  gift  restrictions.  In  addition  to  the  gift  limits  imposed  by  California 
Government  Code  section  89503,  section  3.1-101  of  the  Campaign  and  Governmental 
Conduct  Code  and  any  subsequent  amendments  to  those  sections,  no  officer  or  employee 
of  the  City  and  County  shall  solicit  or  accept  any  gift  from  a  person  who  the  officer  or 
employee  knows  or  has  reason  to  know  is  a  restricted  source. 

(1)  .     Restricted  Source.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  a  restricted  source  means:  (A)  a 
person  doing  business  with  or  seeking  to  do  business  with  the  department  of  the  officer  or 
employee;  (B)  any  person  who  during  the  prior  1 2  months  knowingly  attempted  to 
influence  the  officer  or  employee  in  any  legislative  or  administrative  action. 

(2)  Gift.  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  gift  has  the  same  meaning  as  under 
the  Political  Reform  Act,  California  Government  Code  section  81000  et.  seq.,  and  the 
regulations  adopted  thereunder,  including  any  subsequent  amendments.  Gifts  exempted 
from  the  limits  imposed  by  California  Government  Code  section  89503  and  section  3.1- 
101  of  the  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct  Code  shall  also  be  exempted  from  the 
prohibition  set  forth  in  this  subsection 

(3)  Regulations.  The  Ethics  Commission  shall  issue  regulations  implementing  this 
section,  including  regulations  exempting  voluntary  gifts  that  are  nominal  in  value  such  as 
gifts  that  are  given  by  vendors  to  clients  or  customers  in  the  normal  course  of  business. 
Adjustment  of  gift  limits.  The  Ethics  Commission  is  authorized  to  adjust  annually  the 
gift  limits  imposed  by  this  section  to  reflect  changes  in  the  California  Consumer  Price 
Index. 

(c)  Gifts  from  Subordinates.  No  officer  or  employee  shall  solicit  or  accept  any 
gratuity  in  money  or  other  valuable  thing,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  from  any 
subordinate  or  employee  or  from  any  candidate  or  applicant  for  a  position  as  employee  or 
subordinate  under  him  or  her.  The  Ethics  Commission  shall  issue  regulations 
implementing  this  Section,  including  regulations  exempting  voluntary  gifts  that  are  given 
or  received  for  special  occasions  or  under  other  circumstances  in  which  gifts  are 
traditionally  given  or  exchanged. 

(d)  Gifts  of  Travel. 

(1)  Gifts  to  Elected  Officers.  In  addition  to  the  gift  limits  and  reporting  requirements 
imposed  by  the  Political  Reform  Act  and  this  Code,  no  elected  officer  may  accept  a  gift 
of  transportation,  lodging,  or  subsistence  for  any  out-of-state  trip  paid  for  in  part  by  an 
entity  other  than  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  another  governmental  body,  or  a 
bona  fide  educational  institution,  defined  in  Section  203  of  the  Revenue  and  taxation 
Code,  unless  the  officer  has  first  disclosed  on  a  form  filed  with  the  Ethics  Commission: 
(A)  the  name  of  the  entity  and  the  total  amount  that  will  be  paid  by  the  entity  to  fund  the 
trip,  including  but  not  limited  to  the  amount  directly  related  to  the  cost  of  the  elected 
officer's  transportation,  lodging,  and  subsistence; 
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(B)  the  name,  occupation  and  employer  of  any  contributor  who  has  contributed  more  than 
$500  to  the  entity  funding  the  trip  and  whose  contributions  were  used  in  whole  or  in  part 
to  fund  the  trip; 

(C)  a  description  of  the  purpose  of  the  trip  and  the  itinerary;  and 

(D)  the  name  of  any  individual  accompanying  the  official  on  the  trip  who  is: 

(1)  a  City  employee  required  to  file  a  Statement  of  Economic  Interests, 

(ii)  a  lobbyist  or  campaign  consultant  registered  with  the  Ethics  Commission, 

(iii)  an  employee  of  or  individual  who  has  any  ownership  interest  in  a  lobbyist  or 
campaign  consultant  registered  with  the  Ethics  Commission,  or 

(iv)  an  employee  or  officer  of  the  entity  that  will  pay  for  the  gift  of  transportation, 
lodging,  or  subsistence. 

(2)  Gifts  to  the  City.  In  addition  to  any  other  reporting  requirements  imposed  by  the 
Political  Reform  Act  or  local  law,  an  elected  officer  shall  file  a  form  with  the  Ethics 
Commission  disclosing  the  information  required  under  subsections  (d)(l  )(A)-(D)  of  this 
Section  before  accepting  a  gift  of  transportation,  lodging,  or  subsistence  for  any  out-of- 
state  trip  paid  for  by  the  City  in  whole  or  in  part  with  funds  donated  from  an  entity  other 
than  another  governmental  body  or  a  bona  fide  educational  institution,  as  defined  in 
Section  203  of  the  Revenue  and  taxation  Code. 

(3)  Reimbursement  of  Gifts  of  Travel.  In  addition  to  any  other  reporting  requirements 
imposed  by  the  Political  Reform  Act  or  local  law,  an  elected  officer  who  reimburses  an 
entity  for  a  gift  of  transportation,  lodging  or  subsistence  related  to  out-of-state  travel  in 
order  to  avoid  having  received  or  accepted  the  gift  shall  file  a  form  with  the  Ethics 
Commission  within  30  days  of  such  reimbursement  disclosing: 

(A)  the  name  of  the  entity  that  originally  paid  for  the  transportation,  lodging  or 
subsistence; 

(B)  the  amount  paid  by  the  entity  for  the  elected  officer's  transportation,  lodging  or 
subsistence; 

(C)  the  amount  reimbursed  by  the  elected  officer  to  the  entity  and  the  process  used  to 
determine  the  fair-market  value  of  that  amount;  and 

(D)  a  description  of  the  purpose  of  the  trip  and  the  itinerary. 

(4)  Format.  The  Ethics  Commission  shall  provide  forms  for  the  disclosure  required  by 
this  subsection  and  shall  make  the  completed  forms  available  on  its  website. 

(5)  Definition.  For  the  purpose  of  this  subsection,  the  term  "elected  officer"  means  the 
Mayor,  member  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  City  Attorney,  District  Attorney,  Public 
Defender,  Treasurer,  and  Sheriff. 

(e)  Additional  Restrictions.  Nothing  in  this  Section  shall  prohibit  a  City  department, 
agency,  board  or  commission  from  imposing  additional  gift  restrictions  on  its  officers  or 
employees. 

(Added  by  Proposition  E,  11/4/2003;  Ord.  128-06,  App.  6/22/06;  Ord.  301-06,  App. 
12/18/06.) 
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Regulations  Regarding  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources  and  Subordinates 

(Effective  July  13,  2007) 


Regulation  3.216(b)-l.  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources  -  Definition  of  "doing 
business"  with  the  department 

As  used  in  section  3.216(b)(1),  "doing  business"  with  the  department  of  the  officer  or 
employee  means  entering  into  or  performing  pursuant  to  a  contract  with  the  department 
of  the  officer  or  employee.  "Doing  business"  does  not  include  the  receipt  of  or  payment 
for  services  normally  rendered  by  the  City  to  residents  and  businesses  such  as  sewer 
service,  water  and  power,  street  maintenance  and  the  like  or  providing  a  grant  to  a  City 
department. 

Regulation  3.216(b)-2.  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources  -  Definition  of  "knowingly 
attempted  to  influence  the  officer  or  employee  in  any  legislative  or  administrative 
action" 

Except  as  provided  below,  "knowingly  attempted  to  influence  the  officer  or  employee  in 
any  legislative  or  administrative  action,"  as  used  in  section  3.216(b)(1),  means  the 
person  has  contacted  or  appeared  before  the  employee  or  officer  with  an  intent  to 
influence  a  decision  of  the  employee  or  officer,  or  the  person  otherwise  has  attempted  to 
influence  the  officer  or  employee.  The  phrase  "intent  to  influence"  means  any 
communication  made  for  the  purpose  of  supporting,  promoting,  influencing,  modifying, 
opposing,  delaying  or  advancing  a  governmental  decision.  Notwithstanding  the 
foregoing,  the  following  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  an  intent  to  influence  an  officer  or 
employee  in  any  legislative  or  administrative  action  for  the  purposes  of  section 
3.216(b)(1):  communications  that  (a)  involve  only  routine  requests  for  information  such 
as  a  request  for  publicly  available  documents;  (b)  are  made  as  a  panelist  or  speaker  at  a 
conference  or  similar  public  event  for  educational  purposes  or  to  disseminate  research 
and  the  subject  matter  does  not  pertain  to  a  specific  action  or  proceeding;  (c)  are  made 
while  attending  a  general  informational  meeting,  seminar,  or  similar  event;  (d)  are  made 
to  the  press;  (e)  involve  an  action  that  is  solely  ministerial,  secretarial,  manual  or  clerical; 
or  (f)  constitute  oral  or  written  public  comment  that  becomes  part  of  the  record  of  a 
public  hearing. 

Regulation  3.216(b)-3.  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources  -  Definition  of  department 

(a)  As  used  in  section  3.216(b)  the  term  "department"  shall  mean: 

(1)  The  department,  board,  commission,  office  or  other  unit  of  government  for 
which  a  City  officer  or  employee  directly  serves; 

(2)  Any  department,  board,  commission,  office  or  other  unit  of  government  to 
which  an  officer  or  employee  is  loaned; 

(3)  Any  other  department,  board,  commission,  office  or  other  unit  of 
government  subject  to  the  direction  and  control  of  the  department  for  which  a  City  officer 
or  employee  directly  serves. 

(b)  The  following  factors  shall  be  used  to  determine  the  department  for  which  a  City 
officer  or  employee  directly  serves: 

(1)  what  government  unit  controls  the  budget,  personnel  and  other  operations 
related  to  the  officer  or  employee's  position; 
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(2)  where  the  officer  or  employee's  position  is  listed  in  the  City's  conflict  of 
interest  code  (Article  III,  Chapter  1  of  the  San  Francisco  Campaign  and  Governmental 
Conduct  Code); 

(3)  whether  the  law  creating  a  department  suggests  that  it  is  a  separate  entity;  and 

(4)  any  other  factors  the  Ethics  Commission  deems  relevant. 

Regulation  3.216(b)-4.  Definition  of  person 

(a)  For  the  purposes  of  section  3.216(b),  the  term  "person"  shall  mean  any  individual, 
partnership,  corporation,  association,  firm,  committee,  club  or  other  organization  or 
group  of  persons,  however  organized. 

(b)  A  person  shall  not  be  deemed  a  restricted  source  solely  because  that  person  is 
employed  by  a  restricted  source,  provided  that  the  gift  is  neither  paid  for  by  the  employer 
nor  provided  at  the  direction  of  the  employer. 

(c)  A  person  shall  not  be  deemed  a  restricted  source  solely  because  that  person 
employs  a  restricted  source,  except  that  the  employer  shall  be  deemed  a  restricted  source 
if  the  employee  is  doing  business  or  seeking  to  do  business  with  the  department  or 
attempting  to  influence  the  employee  or  officer  either: 

(1)  at  the  direction  of  the  employer, 

(2)  in  connection  with  his  or  her  duties  as  an  employee,  or 

(3)  regarding  a  matter  that  will  achieve,  defeat,  aid  or  hinder  a  goal  or  purpose 
that  the  employee  is  required  or  expected  to  achieve,  defeat,  aid  or  hinder  in  the  course  of 
employment. 

Regulation  3.216(b)-5.  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources — Exemptions 

The  following  are  not  gifts  subject  to  the  ban  in  section  3.216(b). 

(a)  Voluntary  gifts,  other  than  cash,  with  an  aggregate  value  of  $25  or  less  per 
occasion,  provided  that  no  officer  or  employee  may  receive  gifts  from  any  restricted 
source  under  this  exception  on  more  than  four  occasions  during  a  calendar  year. 

(b)  Voluntary  gifts,  of  food  and  drink,  without  regard  to  value,  to  be  shared  in  the 
office  among  officers  and  employees. 

(c)  Free  attendance  at  a  widely  attended  convention,  conference,  seminar,  or 
symposium  where  attendance  is  appropriate  to  the  official  duties  of  the  officer  or 
employee  and  the  donor  provides  the  free  attendance  voluntarily. 

(1)  "Free  attendance"  may  include  waiver  of  all  or  part  of  a  conference  or  other 
fee,  the  provision  of  local  transportation,  or  the  provision  of  food,  refreshments, 
entertainment  or  instructional  material  furnished  to  all  attendees  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
event.  "Free  attendance"  may  also  include  attendance  at  meet-and-greet  or  hospitality 
sessions  and  meals  offered  in  connection  with  the  convention,  conference,  seminar,  or 
symposium  where  networking  or  discussion  opportunities  may  enable  the  officer  or 
employee  to  establish  working  relationships  that  may  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  City.  The 
term  does  not  include  entertainment  collateral  to  the  event. 

(2)  A  "widely  attended"  event  is  an  event  that  is  open  to  individuals  from 
throughout  a  given  industry  or  profession,  or  an  event  that  is  open  to  individuals  who 
represent  a  range  of  persons  interested  in  a  given  matter. 

(3)  An  officer  or  employee  who  attends  such  an  event  may  not  accept  a  sponsor's 
offer  of  free  attendance  at  the  event  for  an  accompanying  individual. 
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(d)  Voluntary  meals  from  a  member  of  the  investment,  financial,  or  banking  community 
provided  to  officers  and  employees  who  are  responsible  for  managing  investments  or 
debt  obligations  on  behalf  of  the  City,  provided  that  (i)  such  meals  are  necessary  to 
discuss  City  investments  or  financial  transactions  in  order  to  cultivate  and  maintain 
working  relationships  between  the  City  and  the  investment,  financial,  or  banking 
community;  (ii)  management  of  the  City's  investments  or  debt  is  discussed  during  the 
meal;  and  (iii)  the  person  providing  the  meal  is  not  negotiating  a  contract  with  the 
department  of  the  officer  or  employee.  For  the  purpose  of  this  subsection,  "investment, 
financial,  or  banking  community"  includes  investment  managers;  firms  that  market  and 
sell  municipal  securities  in  the  tax-exempt  and  taxable  markets  including  entities  that 
support  financing  transactions  such  as  bond  insurers,  rating  agencies,  credit  banks,  bond 
and  disclosure  counsel,  financial  advisors,  feasibility  consultants  and  trust  agents;  the 
custodian  bank;  and  consultants  who  contract  to  assist  the  business  of  the  retirement  trust. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  "negotiating  a  contract"  means  communicating  with 
the  department  of  the  officer  or  employee  regarding  a  proposal  to  adopt  or  change  a 
material  term  of  an  existing  or  prospective  contract.  A  person  is  "negotiating  a  contract" 
from  the  date  that  the  person  or  the  department  makes  the  proposal  until  the  date  of  the 
approval  of  the  contract  or  the  date  that  the  person  or  the  department  communicates  to  the 
other  party  that  negotiations  for  the  contract  have  terminated. 

(e)  Voluntary  meals  or  vessel  boardings  or  vessel  trips  that  do  not  extend  overnight  from 
a  member  of  the  maritime  industry  provided  to  officers  and  employees  who  are 
responsible  for  managing  the  Port's  maritime  commerce  portfolio,  provided  that  (i)  such 
meals  or  vessel  boardings  or  trips  are  necessary  to  cultivate  and  maintain  working 
relationships  between  the  Port  and  the  maritime  industry;  (ii)  management  of  the  Port's 
maritime  commerce  portfolio  is  discussed  during  the  meal,  vessel  boarding  or  trip;  and 
(iii)  the  person  providing  the  meal,  or  vessel  boarding  or  trip  is  not  negotiating  a  contract 
with  the  Port  at  the  time  of  the  meal  or  vessel  boarding  or  trip.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  "maritime  industry"  means  individuals  and  entities  engaged  in:  cruise  and 
cargo  shipping;  ship  repair;  commercial  and  sport  fishing;  ferry  and  excursion  operations; 
harbor  services  such  as  pilots,  tugboats,  barges,  water-taxis,  lay-berthing  and  other  ship 
services;  terminal  management;  stevedoring  and  longshore  labor;  facility  and  ship 
security.  "Managing  the  Port's  maritime  commerce  portfolio"  includes:  managing  and 
marketing  the  Port  to  the  maritime  industry;  promoting  Port  maritime  facilities  to 
potential  and  existing  customers;  ensuring  compliance  with  federal  security  mandates  and 
providing  environmental  stewardship;  and  operating  the  City's  cruise  and  cargo 
terminals,  ferry  terminals,  shipyards  and  dry-docks,  Fisherman's  Wharf  and  Hyde  Street 
commercial  fishing  harbors,  excursion  terminals  and  harbor  service  facilities  for  pilots, 
tugboats,  barges,  water-taxis,  lay-berthing  and  other  ship  services.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  subsection,  "negotiating  a  contract"  means  communicating  with  the  Port  regarding  a 
proposal  to  adopt  or  change  a  material  term  of  an  existing  or  prospective  contract.  A 
person  is  "negotiating  a  contract"  from  the  date  that  the  person  or  the  Port  makes  the 
proposal  until  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  contract  or  the  date  that  the  person  or  the 
Port  communicates  to  the  other  party  that  negotiations  for  the  contract  have  terminated. 
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(f)  Voluntary  meals  from  a  member  of  the  aviation  industry  provided  to  officers  and 
employees  who  are  responsible  for  managing  and  marketing  the  Airport  to  the  aviation 
industry,  provided  that  (i)  such  meals  are  necessary  to  cultivate  and  maintain  working 
relationships  between  the  Airport  and  aviation  industry  representatives;  (ii)  the  aviation 
industry's  business  relationship  with  the  Airport  is  discussed  during  the  meal;  and  (iii)  the 
person  providing  the  meal  is  not,  at  the  time  of  the  meal,  negotiating  contract  benefits  on 
terms  that  the  Airport  does  not  otherwise  offer  to  all  similarly  situated  airlines  currently 
under  contract  with  the  Airport.  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  "aviation  industry" 
means  individuals  and  entities  engaged  in:  air  cargo  shipping;  general  and  business 
aviation  and  commercial  airlines;  air  tourism;  airline  service  related  associations  and 
agencies;  joint  marketing  programs  with  non-competitive  airports  to  enhance  air  service 
to  the  public;  and  facility  and  airline  security.  "Managing  and  marketing  the  Airport  " 
includes:  managing  and  marketing  the  Airport  to  the  aviation  industry;  promoting  Airport 
facilities  to  potential  and  existing  customers;  ensuring  compliance  with  federal  security 
mandates  and  providing  environmental  stewardship;  and  operating  the  Airport's  airfield, 
facilities  and  terminals.  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  "negotiating  contract 
benefits"  means  communicating  with  the  Airport  regarding  a  proposal  to  adopt  or  change 
a  material  term  of  an  existing  or  prospective  contract  to  include  commercial  benefits  that 
the  Airport  does  not  otherwise  offer  to  all  similarly  situated  airlines  currently  under 
contract  with  the  Airport.  A  person  is  "negotiating  contract  benefits"  from  the  date  that 
the  Airport  considers  the  proposal  until  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  contract  or  the  date 
that  the  Airport  communicates  to  the  other  party  that  negotiations  for  the  contract  benefits 
have  terminated. 

Example:  A  restricted  source  sends  five  pizzas  to  a  department  as  a  goodwill 
gesture.  Because  this  is  a  gift  to  the  office,  staff  may  share  the  pizza. 

Example:  A  restricted  source  sends  two  opening  day  Giants  ballgame  tickets  to  a 
staff  person.  The  staff  person  may  not  accept  the  tickets  because  their  value  exceeds  $25. 

Example:  A  restricted  source  sends  a  baseball  cap  to  the  department  head.  The 
department  head  may  accept  the  baseball  cap  because  its  value  is  $25  or  less,  provided 
that  the  department  head  has  not  already  accepted  gifts  with  a  value  of  $25  or  less  from 
the  restricted  source  on  four  occasions  during  the  calendar  year. 

Example:  Staff  of  a  department  are  invited  to  a  morning  training  event  that  is 
sponsored  by  a  restricted  source.  Staff  who  attend  the  session  may  accept  food  and 
beverages  that  are  offered  at  the  event  such  as  coffee,  tea,  juice,  pastry  or  bagels,  because 
their  value  do  not  exceed  $25,  provided  that  such  staff  has  not  already  accepted  such  food 
and  beverages  from  the  restricted  source  on  four  occasions  during  the  calendar  year. 

Example:  Staff  of  a  City  department  are  invited  to  attend  a  forum  on  best 
practices  in  the  industry  that  is  sponsored  by  a  restricted  source.  At  this  conference,  staff 
may  accept  food,  refreshments,  entertainment  or  instructional  material  furnished  to  all 
attendees  as  an  integral  part  of  the  event. 
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Regulation  3.216(c)-l:  Gifts  from  Subordinates 

(a)  Prohibition  on  gifts. 

(1)  For  the  purposes  of  section  3.216(c),  a  City  officer  or  employee  may  not 
solicit  or  accept  from  a  subordinate  employee  any  gift,  as  defined  in  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section. 

(2)  Gifts  permitted  under  this  section  remain  subject  to  any  other  applicable  laws 
and  rules,  including  but  not  limited  to  state  and  local  limits  on  gifts  to  designated 
employees  (Cal.  Gov't  Code  §  89503;  C&GCC  §  3.1-101),  the  City's  prohibition  on  gifts 
given  in  exchange  for  appointments  or  promotions  (C&GCC  §  3.208),  and  the  City's 
prohibition  on  bribery  (C&GCC  §  3.216);  the  City's  limits  on  gifts  from  restricted 
sources  (C&GCC  §  3.216);  the  City's  limits  on  gifts  from  lobbyists  (C&GCC  §  2.1 15), 
and  any  departmental  rules  on  gifts. 

(b)  Definitions.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  following  definitions  shall  apply: 

(1)  Applicant  or  candidate.  An  applicant  or  candidate  for  a  position  as  a 
subordinate  means  any  person  who  has  communicated,  orally  or  in  writing,  to  a  City 
officer  or  employee  acting  in  an  official  capacity,  that  the  person  wants  to  be  considered 
for  the  position. 

(2)  Gift. 

(A)  Except  as  provided  in  (B),  a  gift  is  any  payment  that  confers  a  personal 
benefit  on  the  recipient  to  the  extent  that  consideration  of  equal  or  greater 
value  is  not  received  and  includes  a  rebate  or  discount  in  the  price  of  anything 
of  value  unless  the  rebate  or  discount  is  made  in  the  regular  course  of 
business  to  members  of  the  public  without  regard  to  official  status. 

(B)  The  following,  voluntarily  given,  are  not  gifts  within  the  meaning  of  this 
section. 

(i)  Gifts,  other  than  cash,  with  an  aggregate  value  of  $25  or  less  per  occasion,  given 
on  occasions  on  which  gifts  are  traditionally  given. 

(ii)  Gifts,  such  as  food  and  drink,  without  regard  to  value,  to  be  shared  in  the  office 
among  employees. 

(iii)  Personal  hospitality  provided  at  a  residence  that  is  of  a  type  and  value  customarily 
provided  by  the  employee  to  personal  friends. 

(iv)  Items  given  in  connection  with  the  receipt  of  personal  hospitality  if  of  a  type  and 
value  customarily  provided  by  the  employee  on  such  occasions. 

(v)  A  gift  of  any  value  given  in  recognition  of  an  occasion  of  special  personal 
significance. 

(vi)  A  gift  of  any  value  given  in  recognition  of  an  occasion  that  terminates  a 
subordinate  relationship. 

(vii)  Informational  material  that  serves  primarily  to  convey  information  and  which  is 
provided  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  recipient  in  the  performance  of  his  or  her 
official  duties  and  may  include  books,  reports,  pamphlets,  calendars,  or 
periodicals. 

(viii)  Gifts  from  an  individual's  spouse,  domestic  partner,  child,  parent,  grandparent 
grandchild,  brother,  sister,  parent-in-law,  brother-in-law,  sister-in-law,  nephew, 
niece,  aunt,  uncle,  or  first  cousin  or  the  spouse  or  domestic  partner  of  any  such 
person,  provided  that  a  gift  from  any  such  person  shall  be  considered  a  gift  if  the 
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donor  is  acting  as  an  agent  or  intermediary  for  any  person  not  covered  by  this 
paragraph. 

(ix)  Campaign  contributions  required  to  be  reported  under  the  Government  Code, 
Title  9,  Chapter  4  (commencing  with  Section  84100)  and  the  Campaign  and 
Governmental  Conduct  Code,  Article  I  (commencing  with  Section  1 . 1 00). 

(x)  Any  devise  or  inheritance. 

(xi)  Personalized  plaques  and  trophies  with  an  individual  value  of  less  than  two 
hundred  fifty  dollars  ($250). 

(xii)  A  gift  that,  within  30  days  of  receipt  of  the  gift,  the  donor  either  pays  for,  returns 
unused,  or  donates  unused  to  a  government  or  a  nonprofit  entity  exempt  from 
taxation  under  Section  501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  without  being 
claimed  as  a  charitable  contribution  for  tax  purposes. 

(xiii)  A  ticket  to  a  fundraiser  for  an  organization  exempt  from  taxation  under  section 
501(c  )(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  or  for  a  political  committee  or  candidate. 

(xiv)  A  gift  given  directly  to  members  of  the  immediate  family  of  an  officer  or 
employee,  provided  that  the  gift  is  not  used  or  disposed  of  by  the  officer  or 
employee  or  given  to  the  officer  or  employee  by  the  recipient  family  member  for 
the  officer's  or  employee's  disposition  or  use  at  the  discretion  of  the  officer  or 
employee.  A  gift  is  given  directly  to  a  family  member  of  the  officer  or  employee 
if  the  family  member's  name  or  designation  appears  in  the  address  or 
communication  tendering  or  offering  the  gift  and  the  gift  is  intended  for  the 
family  member's  use  and  enjoyment.  A  gift  given  to  the  family  member  of  an 
officer  or  employee  will  be  considered  a  gift  to  the  officer  or  employee  if  the 
officer  or  employee  exercises  discretion  and  control  over  who  will  use  the  gift.  If 
the  officer  or  employee  enjoys  a  direct  benefit  from  a  gift  to  the  immediate  family 
of  the  officer  or  employee,  the  full  value  of  the  gift  will  be  attributable  to  the 
official. 

(1)  Occasion  on  which  gifts  are  traditionally  given.  An  occasion  on  which  gifts  are 
traditionally  given  includes  any  holiday  traditionally  associated  with  gift  giving, 
such  as  Christmas  and  Chanukah,  as  well  as  birthdays  or  thanking  a  person  for  a 
kindness  or  good  deed. 

(2)  Occasion  of  special  personal  significance.  An  occasion  of  special  personal 
significance  is  any  occasion  that  does  not  typically  occur  on  a  regular  basis  and 
that  is  of  personal  significance  to  the  recipient  of  the  gift,  as  opposed  to  a  general 
holiday  or  recurring  event  such  as  a  birthday.  Examples  of  such  an  event  include 
marriage,  birth  or  adoption  of  a  child,  graduation  or  illness. 

(3)  Occasion  that  terminates  a  subordinate  relationship.  An  occasion  that  terminates  a 
subordinate  relationship  is  any  event  severing  the  relationship,  including  but  not 
limited  to  retirement,  transfer,  or  promotion. 

(4)  Receipt  of  gift.  A  gift  is  received  when  a  person  exercises  control  over  the  gift. 

(5)  Subordinate  employee.  An  employee  is  a  subordinate  employee  of  any  person 
whose  official  City  responsibilities  include  directing  or  evaluating  the 
performance  of  the  employee  or  any  of  the  employee's  supervisors. 

(6)  Value.  The  value  of  a  gift  is  determined  by  the  actual  value  or  where  the  actual 
value  is  unknown,  making  a  reasonable  good  faith  estimate  of  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  item  or  service,  comparing  where  possible  similar  items  or  services. 
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(7)  Voluntarily.  A  gift  is  given  voluntarily  if  it  is  given  freely,  without  pressure  or 
coercion.  A  contribution  to  a  gift  from  multiple  persons  is  given  voluntarily  if  it  is 
made  in  an  amount  determined  by  the  employee  or  subordinate.  A  contribution  to 
a  gift  from  multiple  persons  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  given  voluntarily  if 
the  request  for  the  donation  includes  a  statement  that  an  employee  may  choose  to 
contribute  less  or  not  at  all. 

S:\Conflicts  of  Interest\2007\restricted  sources\regulations  regarding  restricted  sources  effective  7. 1 3.07.doc 
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Commission  on  the  Environment  and  Department  of  the  Environment 
Statement  of  Incompatible  Activities 


I.  Introduction 

This  Statement  of  Incompatible  Activities  is  intended  to  guide  officers  and  employees  of  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  ("Department"),  the  Commission  on  the  Environment 
("Commission"),  the  Urban  Forest  Council  ("Council"),  and  the  Biodiesel  Access  Task  Force 
("Task  Force")  about  the  kinds  of  activities  that  are  incompatible  with  their  public  duties  and 
therefore  prohibited.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Statement,  and  except  where  otherwise 
provided,  "officer"  shall  mean  the  executive  director  ("director")  and  a  member  of  the 
Commission,  Council,  or  Task  Force:  and  "employee"  shall  mean  all  employees  of  the 
Department. 

This  Statement  is  adopted  under  the  provisions  of  San  Francisco  Campaign  &  Governmental 
Conduct  Code  ("C&GC  Code)  section  3.218.  Engaging  in  the  activities  that  are  prohibited  by 
this  Statement  may  subject  an  employee  or  officer  to  discipline,  including  possible 
termination  of  employment  or  removal  from  office,  as  well  as  to  monetary  fines  and  penalties. 
(C&GC  Code  §  3.242;  Charter  §  15.105.)  Before  an  employee  or  officer  is  subjected  to 
discipline  or  penalties  for  violation  of  this  Statement,  the  employee  or  officer  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  explain  why  the  activity  should  not  be  deemed  to  be  incompatible  with  his  or 
her  City  duties.  (C&GC  Code  §  3.218.)  Nothing  in  this  document  shall  modify  or  reduce  any 
due  process  rights  provided  pursuant  to  the  employee's  collective  bargaining  agreement. 

In  addition  to  this  Statement,  employees  and  officers  are  subject  to  Department  policies  and 
State  and  local  laws  and  rules  governing  the  conduct  of  public  employees  and  officers, 
including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  The  Political  Reform  Act,  California  Government  Code  §  87100  et  seq.\ 

•  California  Government  Code  §  1090; 

•  The  San  Francisco  Charter; 

•  San  Francisco  Campaign  and  Governmental  Conduct  Code; 

•  San  Francisco  Sunshine  Ordinance;  and 

•  Applicable  Civil  Service  Rules. 

Nothing  in  this  Statement  shall  exempt  any  employee  or  officer  from  applicable  provisions  of 
law,  or  limit  his  or  her  liability  for  violations  of  law.  Examples  provided  in  this  Statement  are 
for  illustration  purposes  only,  and  are  not  intended  to  limit  application  of  this  Statement. 
Nothing  in  this  Statement  shall  interfere  with  the  rights  of  employees  under  a  collective 
bargaining  agreement  or  Memorandum  of  Understanding  applicable  to  that  employee. 

Nothing  in  this  Statement  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  or  discourage  any  City  officer  or 
employee  from  bringing  to  the  City's  and/or  public's  attention  matters  of  actual  or  perceived 
malfeasance  or  misappropriation  in  the  conduct  of  City  business,  or  from  filing  a  complaint 
alleging  that  a  City  officer  or  employee  has  engaged  in  improper  governmental  activity  by 
violating  local  campaign  finance,  lobbying,  conflicts  of  interest  or  governmental  ethics  laws, 
regulations  or  rules;  violating  the  California  Penal  Code  by  misusing  City  resources;  creating 
a  specified  and  substantial  danger  to  public  health  or  safety  by  failing  to  perform  duties 
required  by  the  officer  or  employee's  City  position;  or  abusing  his  or  her  City  position  to 
advance  a  private  interest. 
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No  amendment  to  any  statement  of  incompatible  activities  shall  become  operative  until  the 
City  and  County  has  satisfied  the  meet  and  confer  requirements  of  State  law  and  the  collective 
bargaining  agreement. 

If  an  employee  has  questions  about  this  Statement,  the  questions  should  be  directed  to  the 
employee's  supervisor  or  to  the  director.  Similarly,  questions  about  other  applicable  laws 
governing  the  conduct  of  public  employees  should  be  directed  to  the  employee's  supervisor  or 
the  director,  although  the  supervisor  or  director  may  determine  that  the  question  must  be 
addressed  to  the  Ethics  Commission  or  City  Attorney.  Employees  may  also  contact  their 
unions  for  advice  or  information  about  their  rights  and  responsibilities  under  these  and  other 
laws. 

If  a  City  officer  has  questions  about  this  Statement,  the  questions  should  be  directed  to  the 
officer's  appointing  authority,  the  Ethics  Commission  or  the  City  Attorney. 

II.  Mission  of  the  Department  of  Environment 

SF  Environment's  mission  is  to  improve,  enhance,  and  preserve  the  environment,  and  to 
promote  San  Francisco's  long-term  well  being.  SF  Environment  does  this  by  developing 
innovative,  practical  and  wide-ranging  environmental  programs,  fostering  groundbreaking 
legislation,  and  educating  the  public  by  providing  comprehensive  and  easily  accessible 
information  on  a  wide  range  of  sustainable  practices.  See  City  Charter  §  4. 1 1 8;  S.F. 
Environment  Code,  Ch.  1-17. 

III.  Restrictions  on  Incompatible  Activities 

This  section  prohibits  outside  activities,  including  self-employment,  that  are  incompatible 
with  the  mission  of  the  Department.  Under  subsection  C,  an  employee  or  officer  may  seek  an 
advance  written  determination  whether  a  proposed  outside  activity  that  is  not  expressly 
prohibited  by  subsections  A  or  B  of  this  section  is  incompatible  and  therefore  prohibited  by 
this  Statement.  Outside  activities  other  than  those  expressly  identified  here  may  be 
determined  to  be  incompatible  and  therefore  prohibited.  For  an  advance  written  determination 
request  from  an  employee,  if  the  director  delegates  the  decision-making  to  a  designee  and  if 
the  designee  determines  that  the  proposed  activity  is  incompatible  under  this  Statement,  the 
employee  may  appeal  that  determination  to  the  director. 

A.      Restrictions  That  Apply  to  All  Employees  and  Officers 

1 .  Activities  That  Conflict  with  Official  Duties  . 

No  employee  or  officer  may  engage  in  an  outside  activity  (regardless  of  whether  the  activity  is 
compensated)  that  conflicts  with  his  or  her  City  duties.  An  outside  activity  conflicts  with  City 
duties  when  the  ability  of  the  employee  or  officer  to  perform  the  duties  of  his  or  her  City 
position  is  materially  impaired.  Outside  activities  that  materially  impair  the  ability  of  an 
employee  or  officer  to  perform  his  or  her  City  duties  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  activities 
that  disqualify  the  employee  or  officer  from  City  assignments  or  responsibilities  on  a  regular 
basis. 

2.  Activities  With  Excessive  Time  Demands. 

Neither  the  director  nor  any  employee  may  engage  in  outside  activity  (regardless  of  whether 
the  activity  is  compensated)  that  would  cause  the  director  or  employee  to  be  absent  from  his 
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or  her  assignments  on  a  regular  basis,  or  otherwise  require  a  time  commitment  that  is 
demonstrated  to  interfere  with  the  director  or  employee's  performance  of  his  or  her  City 
duties. 

Example.  An  employee  who  works  at  the  Department's  front  desk  answering 
questions  from  the  public  wants  to  take  time  off  every  Tuesday  and  Thursday  from 
2:00  to  5:00  to  coach  soccer.  Because  the  employee's  duties  require  the  employee  to 
be  at  the  Department's  front  desk  during  regular  business  hours,  and  because  this 
outside  activity  would  require  the  employee  to  be  absent  from  the  office  during  regular 
business  hours  on  a  regular  basis,  the  director  or  his/her  designee  may,  pursuant  to 
subsection  C,  determine  that  the  employee  may  not  engage  in  this  activity. 

3.       Activities  That  are  Subject  to  Review  by  the  Department 

No  employee  or  officer  may  engage  in  an  outside  activity  (regardless  of  whether  the  activity  is 
compensated)  that  is  subject  to  the  control,  inspection,  review,  audit  or  enforcement  of  the 
Department.  In  addition  to  any  activity  permitted  pursuant  to  subsection  C,  nothing  in  this 
subsection  prohibits  the  following  activities:  appearing  before  one's  own  department  or 
commission  on  behalf  of  oneself;  filing  or  otherwise  pursuing  claims  against  the  City  on  one's 
own  behalf;  running  for  City  elective  office;  or  making  a  public  records  disclosure  request 
pursuant  to  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  Public  Records  Act.  The  following  activities  are 
expressly  prohibited  by  this  section: 

a.  Assistance  with  City  Bids,  RFQs  and  RFPs.  No  employee  or  officer  may 
knowingly  provide  selective  assistance  (i.e.,  assistance  that  is  not  generally  available 
to  all  competitors)  to  individuals  or  entities  in  a  manner  that  confers  a  competitive 
advantage  on  a  bidder  or  proposer  who  is  competing  for  a  City  contract.  Nothing  in 
this  Statement  prohibits  an  employee  or  officer  from  providing  general  information 
about  a  bid  for  a  City  contract,  a  Department  Request  for  Qualifications  or  Request  for 
Proposals  or  corresponding  application  process  that  is  available  to  any  member  of  the 
public.  Nothing  in  this  Statement  prohibits  an  employee  or  officer  from  speaking  to  or 
meeting  with  individual  applicants  regarding  the  individual's  application,  provided  that 
such  assistance  is  provided  on  an  impartial  basis  to  all  applicants  who  request  it. 

b.  No  officer  or  employee  may  serve  as  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  or 
other  governing  body  of  organizations,  including  non-profit  organizations  and  for 
profit  businesses,  that  the  officer  or  employee  knows  or  has  reason  to  know  has 
applied  for  or  received  contracts  or  grants  administered  by  the  Department  in  the 
past  twelve  months. 

B.  Restrictions  That  Apply  to  Employees  In  Specified  Positions 

In  addition  to  the  restrictions  that  apply  to  all  employees  and  officers  of  the  Department,  and 
except  as  provided  in  subsection  C  of  this  section,  the  following  activities  are  incompatible  for 
individual  employees  holding  specific  positions. 

[Reserved.] 

C.  Advance  Written  Determination 

As  set  forth  below,  an  employee  of  the  Department  or  the  director  [or  member  of  commission] 
may  seek  an  advance  written  determination  whether  a  proposed  outside  activity  that  is  not 
expressly  prohibited  by  subsections  A  or  B  of  this  section,  if  any,  conflicts  with  the  mission  of 
the  Department,  imposes  excessive  time  demands,  is  subject  to  review  by  the  Department,  or 

Department  of  the  Environment  Statement  of  Incompatible  Activities 

3 

3  2- 


Department  of  the  Environment  Letterhead 


is  otherwise  incompatible  and  therefore  prohibited  by  section  III  of  this  Statement.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  section,  an  employee  or  other  person  seeking  an  advance  written 
determination  shall  be  called  "the  requestor";  the  individual  or  entity  that  provides  an  advance 
written  determination  shall  be  called  "the  decision-maker." 

1.  Purpose 

This  subsection  permits  an  officer  or  employee  to  seek  an  advance  written  determination 
regarding  his  or  her  obligations  under  subsections  A  or  B  of  this  section.  A  written 
determination  by  the  decision-maker  that  an  activity  is  not  incompatible  under  subsection  A  or 
B  provides  the  requestor  immunity  from  any  subsequent  enforcement  action  for  a  violation  of 
this  Statement  if  the  material  facts  are  as  presented  in  the  requestor's  written  submission.  A 
written  determination  cannot  exempt  the  requestor  from  any  applicable  law  or  authorize  the 
requestor  to  engage  in  an  activity  expressly  prohibited  by  this  Statement.  If  an  individual  has 
not  requested  or  received  an  advance  written  determination  as  to  whether  an  activity  is 
incompatible  with  this  Statement  and  engages  in  that  activity,  the  individual  will  not  be 
immune  from  any  subsequent  enforcement  action  brought  pursuant  to  this  Statement. 

In  addition  to  the  advance  written  determination  process  set  forth  below,  the  San  Francisco 
Charter  also  permits  any  person  to  seek  a  written  opinion  from  the  Ethics  Commission  with 
respect  to  that  person's  duties  under  provisions  of  the  Charter  or  any  City  ordinance  relating  to 
conflicts  of  interest  and  governmental  ethics.  Any  person  who  acts  in  good  faith  on  an 
opinion  issued  by  the  Commission  and  concurred  in  by  the  City  Attorney  and  District 
Attorney  is  immune  from  criminal  or  civil  penalties  for  so  acting,  provided  that  the  material 
facts  are  as  stated  in  the  opinion  request.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  precludes  a  person  from 
requesting  a  written  opinion  from  the  Ethics  Commission  regarding  that  person's  duties  under 
this  Statement. 

2.  The  Decision-Maker 

Decision-maker  for  request  by  an  employee:  An  employee  of  the  Department  may  seek  an 
advance  written  determination  from  the  director  or  his  or  her  designee.  The  director  or  his  or 
her  designee  will  be  deemed  the  decision-maker  for  the  employee's  request. 

Decision-maker  for  request  by  the  director:  The  director  may  seek  an  advance  written 
determination  from  his  or  her  appointing  authority.  The  appointing  authority  will  be  deemed 
the  decision-maker  for  the  director's  request. 

Decision-maker  for  request  by  a  member  of  the  Commission,  Council,  or  Task  Force:  A 
member  of  the  Commission,  Council  or  Task  Force  may  seek  an  advance  written 
determination  from  his  or  her  appointing  authority  or  from  his  or  her  commission,  council  or 
task  force,  or  the  Ethics  Commission.  The  appointing  authority,  Commission,  Council,  Task 
Force,  or  Ethics  Commission  will  be  deemed  the  decision-maker  for  the  member's  request. 

3.  The  Process 

The  requestor  must  provide,  in  writing,  a  description  of  the  proposed  activity  and  an 
explanation  of  why  the  activity  is  not  incompatible  under  this  Statement.  The  written  material 
must  describe  the  proposed  activity  in  sufficient  detail  for  the  decision-maker  to  make  a  fully 
informed  determination  whether  it  is  incompatible  under  this  Statement. 

When  making  a  determination  under  this  subsection,  the  decision-maker  may  consider  any 
relevant  factors  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  impact  on  the  requestor's  ability  to  perform 
his  or  her  job,  the  impact  upon  the  Department  as  a  whole,  compliance  with  applicable  laws 
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and  rules  and  the  spirit  and  intent  of  this  Statement.  The  decision-maker  shall  consider  all 
relevant  written  materials  submitted  by  the  requestor.  The  decision-maker  shall  also  consider 
whether  the  written  material  provided  by  the  requestor  is  sufficiently  specific  and  detailed  to 
enable  the  decision-maker  to  make  a  fully  informed  determination.  The  decision-maker  may 
request  additional  information  from  the  requestor  if  the  decision-maker  deems  such 
information  necessary.  For  an  advance  written  determination  request  from  an  employee,  if  the 
director  delegates  the  decision-making  to  a  designee  and  if  the  designee  determines  that  the 
proposed  activity  is  incompatible  under  this  Statement,  the  employee  may  appeal  that 
determination  to  the  director. 

The  decision-maker  shall  respond  to  the  request  by  providing  a  written  determination  to  the 
requestor  by  mail,  email,  personal  delivery,  or  other  reliable  means.  For  a  request  by  an 
employee,  the  decision-maker  shall  provide  the  determination  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  depending  on  the  circumstances  and  the  complexity  of  the  request,  but  not  later  than  20 
working  days  from  the  date  of  the  request.  If  the  decision-maker  does  not  provide  a  written 
determination  to  the  employee  within  20  working  days  from  the  date  of  the  employee's 
request,  the  decision-maker  shall  be  deemed  to  have  determined  that  the  proposed  activity 
does  not  violate  this  Statement. 

The  decision-maker  may  revoke  the  written  determination  at  any  time  by  written  notice,  based 
on  changed  facts  or  circumstances  or  other  good  cause. 

4.       Determinations  are  Public  Records 

To  assure  that  these  rules  are  enforced  equally,  requests  for  advance  written  determinations 
and  written  determinations,  including  approvals  and  denials,  are  public  records  to  the  extent 
permitted  by  law. 

IV.     Restrictions  on  Use  of  City  Resources,  City  Work-Product  and  Prestige 

A.  Use  of  City  Resources 

No  employee  or  officer  may  use  City  resources,  including,  without  limitation,  facilities, 
telephone,  computer,  copier,  fax  machine,  e-mail,  internet  access,  stationery  and  supplies,  for 
any  non-City  purpose,  including  any  political  activity  or  personal  purpose.  No  employee  or 
officer  may  allow  any  other  person  to  use  City  resources,  including,  without  limitation, 
facilities,  telephone,  computer,  copier,  fax  machine,  e-mail,  internet  access,  stationery  and 
supplies,  for  any  non-City  purpose,  including  any  political  activity  or  personal  purpose. 
Notwithstanding  these  general  prohibitions,  any  incidental  and  minimal  use  of  City  resources 
does  not  constitute  a  violation  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted 
or  applied  to  interfere  with,  restrict  or  supersede  any  rights  or  entitlements  of  employees, 
recognized  employee  organizations,  or  their  members  under  state  law  or  regulation  or 
pursuant  to  provisions  of  a  collective  bargaining  agreement  to  use  City  facilities,  equipment  or 
resources,  as  defined  herein. 

Example.  An  employee  or  officer  may  use  the  telephone  to  make  occasional  calls  to 
arrange  medical  appointments  or  speak  with  a  child  care  provider,  because  this  is  an 
incidental  and  minimal  use  of  City  resources  for  a  personal  purpose. 

Nothing  in  this  Statement  shall  exempt  any  employee  or  officer  from  complying  with  more 
restrictive  policies  of  the  Department  regarding  use  of  City  resources,  including,  without 
limitation,  the  Department's  e-mail  policy. 

B.  Use  of  City  Work-Product 
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No  employee  or  officer  may,  in  exchange  for  anything  of  value  and  without  appropriate 
authorization,  sell,  publish  or  otherwise  use  any  materials  that  were  prepared  on  City  time  or 
while  using  City  facilities,  property  (including  without  limitation,  intellectual  property), 
equipment  and/or  materials.  For  the  purpose  of  this  prohibition,  appropriate  authorization 
includes  authorization  granted  by  law,  including  the  Sunshine  Ordinance,  California  Public 
Records  Act,  the  Ralph  M.  Brown  Act  as  well  as  whistleblower  and  improper  government 
activities  provisions,  or  by  a  supervisor  of  the  officer  or  employee,  including  but  not  limited  to 
the  officer  or  employee's  appointing  authority.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted 
or  applied  to  interfere  with,  restrict  or  supersede  any  rights  or  entitlements  of  employees, 
recognized  employee  organizations,  or  their  members  under  state  law  or  regulation  or 
pursuant  to  provisions  of  a  collective  bargaining  agreement  to  use  public  materials  for 
collective  bargaining  agreement  negotiations. 

C.      Use  of  Prestige  of  the  Office 

No  employee  or  officer  may  use  his  or  her  City  title  or  designation  in  any  communication  for 
any  private  gain  or  advantage.  The  following  activities  are  expressly  prohibited  by  this 
section. 

1 .  Using  City  Business  Cards 

No  employee  or  officer  may  use  his  or  her  City  business  cards  for  any  purpose  that  may  lead 
the  recipient  of  the  card  to  think  that  the  employee  or  officer  is  acting  in  an  official  capacity 
when  the  employee  or  officer  is  not. 

Example  of  inappropriate  use.  An  employee's  friend  is  having  a  dispute  with 
his  new  neighbor  who  is  constructing  a  fence  that  the  friend  believes 
encroaches  on  his  property.  The  friend  invites  the  employee  over  to  view  the 
disputed  fence.  When  the  neighbor  introduces  herself,  the  employee  should 
not  hand  the  neighbor  herbusiness  card  while  suggesting  that  she  could  help 
resolve  the  dispute.  Use  of  a  City  business  card  under  these  circumstances 
might  lead  a  member  of  the  public  to  believe  that  the  employee  was  acting  in 
an  official  capacity. 

Example  of  acceptable  use.  An  employee  is  at  a  party  and  runs  into  an  old 
friend  who  has  just  moved  to  town.  The  friend  suggests  meeting  for  dinner  and 
asks  how  to  get  in  touch  with  the  employee  to  set  up  a  meeting  time.  The 
employee  hands  the  friend  the  employee's  business  card  and  says  that  he  can  be 
reached  at  the  number  on  the  card.  Use  of  a  City  business  card  under  these 
circumstances  would  not  lead  a  member  of  the  public  to  believe  that  the 
employee  was  acting  in  an  official  capacity.  Nor  would  use  of  the  telephone  to 
set  up  a  meeting  time  constitute  a  misuse  of  resources  under  subsection  A, 
above. 

2.  Using  City  Letterhead,  City  Title,  or  E-Mail 

No  employee  or  officer  may  use  City  letterhead,  City  title,  City  e-mail,  or  any  other  City 
resource,  for  any  communication  that  may  lead  the  recipient  of  the  communication  to  think 
that  the  employee  or  officer  is  acting  in  an  official  capacity  when  the  employee  or  officer  is 
not.  (Use  of  e-mail  or  letterhead  in  violation  of  this  section  could  also  violate  subsection  A  of 
this  section,  which  prohibits  use  of  these  resources  for  any  non-City  purpose.) 
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Example.  An  employee  or  officer  is  contesting  a  parking  ticket.  The  employee 
or  officer  should  not  send  a  letter  on  City  letterhead  to  the  office  that  issued  the 
ticket  contesting  the  legal  basis  for  the  ticket. 


3.       Holding  Oneself  Out,  Without  Authorization,  As  a 
Representative  of  the  Department 

No  employee  or  officer  may  hold  himself  or  herself  out  as  a  representative  of  the  Department, 
or  as  an  agent  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Department,  unless  authorized  to  do  so. 

Example.  An  employee  who  lives  in  San  Francisco  wants  to  attend  a  public 
meeting  of  a  Commission  that  is  considering  a  land  use  matter  that  will  affect 
the  employee's  neighborhood.  The  employee  may  attend  the  meeting  and 
speak  during  public  comment,  but  should  make  clear  that  he  is  speaking  in  his 
private  capacity  and  not  as  a  representative  of  the  Department. 

V.      Prohibition  on  Gifts  for  Assistance  with  City  Services 

State  and  local  law  place  monetary  limits  on  the  value  of  gifts  an  officer  or  employee  may 
accept  in  a  calendar  year.  (Political  Reform  Act,  Gov't  Code  §  89503,  C&GC  Code  §§3.1- 
101  and  3.216).  This  section  imposes  additional  limits  by  prohibiting  an  officer  or  employee 
from  accepting  any  gift  that  is  given  in  exchange  for  doing  the  officer  or  employee's  City  job. 

No  employee  or  officer  may  receive  or  accept  gifts  from  anyone  other  than  the  City  for  the 
performance  of  a  specific  service  or  act  the  employee  or  officer  would  be  expected  to  render 
or  perform  in  the  regular  course  of  his  or  her  City  duties;  or  for  advice  about  the  processes  of 
the  City  directly  related  to  the  employee's  or  officer's  duties  and  responsibilities,  or  the 
processes  of  the  entity  they  serve. 

Example.  A  member  of  the  public  who  regularly  works  with  and  receives 
assistance  from  the  Department  owns  season  tickets  to  the  Giants  and  sends  a 
pair  of  tickets  to  an  employee  of  the  Department  in  appreciation  for  the 
employee's  work.  Because  the  gift  is  given  for  the  performance  of  a  service  the 
employee  is  expected  to  perform  in  the  regular  course  of  City  duties,  the 
employee  is  not  permitted  to  accept  the  tickets. 

Example.  A  member  of  the  public  requests  assistance  in  resolving  an  issue  or 
complaint  that  is  related  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  but  that  does 
not  directly  involve  the  Department.  The  employee  directs  the  member  of  the 
public  to  the  appropriate  department  and  officer  to  resolve  the  matter.  The 
member  of  the  public  offers  the  employee  a  gift  in  appreciation  for  this 
assistance.  The  employee  may  not  accept  the  gift,  or  anything  of  value  from 
anyone  other  than  the  City,  for  providing  this  kind  of  assistance  with  City 
services. 

As  used  in  this  statement,  the  term  gift  has  the  same  meaning  as  under  the  Political  Reform 
Act,  including  the  Act's  exceptions  to  the  gift  limit.  (See  Gov't  Code  §§  82028,  89503;  2  Cal. 
Code  Regs.  §§  18940-18950.4.)  For  example,  under  the  Act,  a  gift  that,  within  30  days  of 
receipt,  is  returned,  or  donated  by  the  employee  or  officer  to  a  501(c)(3)  organization  or 
federal,  state  or  local  government  without  the  employee  or  officer  taking  a  tax  deduction  for 
the  donation,  will  not  be  deemed  to  have  been  accepted.  In  addition  to  the  exceptions 
contained  in  the  Act,  nothing  in  this  Statement  shall  preclude  an  employee's  receipt  of  a  bona 
fide  award,  or  free  admission  to  a  testimonial  dinner  or  similar  event,  to  recognize  exceptional 
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service  by  that  employee,  and  which  is  not  provided  in  return  for  the  rendering  of  service  in  a 
particular  matter.  Such  awards  are  subject  to  the  limitation  on  gifts  imposed  by  the  Political 
Reform  Act  and  local  law. 

In  addition,  the  following  gifts  are  de  minimis  and  therefore  exempt  from  the  restrictions  on 
gifts  imposed  by  section  V  of  this  Statement: 

i.  Gifts,  other  than  cash,  with  an  aggregate  value  of  $25  or  less  per  occasion;  and 

ii.  gifts  such  as  food  and  drink,  without  regard  to  value,  to  be  shared  in  the  office 
among  employees  or  officers. 

Example.  A  member  of  the  public  who  regularly  works  with  and  receives 
assistance  from  the  Department  sends  a  $  1 5  basket  of  fruit  to  an  employee  as  a 
holiday  gift.  Although  the  fruit  may  in  fact  be  offered  in  exchange  for 
performing  services  that  the  employee  is  expected  to  perform  in  the  regular 
course  of  City  duties,  the  employee  may  accept  the  fruit  because  the  value  is  de 
minimis.  (Because  the  reporting  requirement  is  cumulative,  an  employee  may 
be  required  to  report  even  de  minimis  gifts  on  his  or  her  Statement  of 
Economic  Interests  if,  over  the  course  of  a  year,  the  gifts  equal  or  exceed  $50.) 

Example.  A  member  of  the  public  who  regularly  works  with  and  receives 
assistance  from  the  Department  sends  a  $150  basket  of  fruit  to  the  Department 
as  a  holiday  gift.  Although  the  fruit  may  in  fact  be  offered  in  exchange  for 
performing  services  that  the  Department  is  expected  to  perform  in  the  regular 
course  of  City  duties,  the  Department  may  accept  the  fruit  basket  because  it  is  a 
gift  to  the  office  to  be  shared  among  employees  and  officers. 

VI.     Amendment  of  Statement 

Once  a  Statement  of  Incompatible  Activities  is  approved  by  the  Ethics  Commission,  the 
Department  may,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Ethics  Commission,  amend  the  Statement. 
C&GC  Code  §  3.21 8(b).  In  addition,  the  Ethics  Commission  may  at  any  time  amend  the 
Statement  on  its  own  initiative.  No  statement  of  incompatible  activities  or  any  amendment 
thereto  shall  become  operative  until  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  satisfied  the 
meet  and  confer  requirements  of  State  law  and  the  collective  bargaining  agreement. 

S:\Conflicts  of  InterestUncompatibility  Statements\Environment\SIA  7.11.07.doc 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL  REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 


E?,/"'°  tti  •  j     j  |  -»-r  ™ft-  ,1ftftft  DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

Friday,  July  27,  2007  at  10:00  a.m. 

City  Hall,  Room  400  AUG  1  3  2007 

One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

A'^(r  ^  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  10:17  a.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne;  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert,  Marks,  Sherk,  Short,  and  Sustarich;  Excused: 
Members  Boss,  Griswold,  Nervo,  Quirke;  and  Rodgers,  Absent:  Member  Miller. 


2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  June  26,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Cohen  and  second  by  Member  Sustarich,  the  June  26,  2007  Meeting 
Minutes  were  approved.  AYES:  Chair  Milne;  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert,  Marks,  Sherk,  Short,  and 
Sustarich;  Absent:  Members  Boss,  Griswold,  Miller,  Nervo,  Quirke,  and  Rodgers  (Explanatory  Document: 
Approved  Minutes  of  the  June  26,  2007  Regular  Meeting  http://sfgov.org/site,sfenvironment  paee.asp?id=63453). 

3.  November  2007  Potential  Ballot  Issue:  "Parking  for  Neighborhoods  Initiative."  The  Council  will  hear 
concerns  about  the  potential  loss  of  existing  trees/and  or  planting  spaces  for  new  trees  if  this  initiative 
passes  (Discussion).  (Explanatory  Document:  Alert:  Parking  vs.  Trees  (Word) 

http://webl.sfeov.org/siteVloadedffles/ALERTC  ARKINGVSTREES.DOC) 

Sponsor:  Council  Member  Carolyn  Blair 
Speaker:  Gillian  Gillett,  San  Jose  Guerrero  Coalition 

Council  Member  Blair  introduced  Mr.  Egon  Terplan,  Economic  Development  and  Governance  Policy 
Director,  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association  (SPUR).  Mr.  Terplan  explained  that  for 
every  election,  the  SPUR  Board  conducts  a  comprehensive  review  of  ballot  measures  and  had  voted  to 
oppose  this  measure  earlier  than  usual  because  of  the  implications  to  so  much  of  the  work  that  SPUR  does. 
Mr.  Terplan  discussed  the  key  provisions  and  implications  of  this  potential  ballot  measure  including  its 
effects  on  forests  and  trees  in  San  Francisco.  It  was  explained  that  this  particular  measure  was  put  on  the 
ballot  through  signatures,  and  its  main  provisions  are  about  increasing  the  amount  of  parking  that  can  be 
built  in  both  downtown  office  and  residential  developments.  It  was  reported  that  San  Francisco's  downtown 
has  thrived  and  has  been  successful  because  of  the  majority  of  people  commuting  to  work  by  transit.  If 
congestion  to  the  downtown  area  increases,  the  buses  will  not  be  able  to  get  through  and  would  not  be  as 
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effective  of  a  place  for  companies  to  want  to  locate.  If  you  are  replacing  office  floor  area  with  parking 
spaces,  that  would  be  that  many  fewer  people  working  and  living  there. 

Mr.  Terplan  explained  that  the  large  part  of  the  measure  to  increase  the  amount  of  parking  downtown, 
provides  for  a  "one  size  fits  all"  for  all  other  neighborhoods  in  San  Francisco  and  would  prevent  the 
Planning  Department  from  enforcing  neighborhood  specific  parking  requirements.  It  also  provides  a  new 
right  for  an  owner  of  a  building  up  to  four  residential  units  to  put  in  at  least  one  accessory  parking  space 
without  regard  to  (a)  whether  the  existing  structure  is  located  along  a  transit  preferential  street,  primary 
pedestrian  street  or  bicycle  street;  (b)  any  potential  effect  on  transit  stops,  bicycle,  or  primary  pedestrian 
streets;  (c)  any  potential  effect  on  an  existing  Significant  Tree  or  street  tree.  There  is  a  provision  that  you 
have  to  provide  a  one  to  one  replacement  of  a  tree  with  a  new  tree  no  smaller  than  15-gallon  size  within 
1000  feet.  In  addition  to  the  impact  on  existing  street  trees,  it  would  also  have  an  impact  on  the  ability  to 
put  in  new  landscape  medians.  Mr.  Terplan  reported  on  other  negative  provisions  in  the  initiative  including 
the  potential  of  reducing  an  unknown  number  of  street  trees  and  increasing  car  traffic  in  the  City.  It  was 
stated  that  this  measure  does  not  provide  additional  public  parking — it  provides  for  additional  private 
parking. 

Ms.  Gillian  Gillett,  Co-Chair  of  the  San  Jose  Guerrero  to  Save  Our  Streets  presented  an  example  of  a  project 
on  Guerrero  Street  south  of  Cesar  Chavez  Street,  discussing  adverse  effects  on  older  neighborhoods  when 
you  allow  similar  types  of  streetscape  or  landscape  changes  to  a  neighborhood  as  proposed  in  this 
legislation.  Ms.  Gillett  stated  that  Guerrero  Street  south  of  Cesar  Chavez  had  been  widened  to  create  what 
was  thought  to  be  the  Mission  Freeway.  Houses  on  the  east  side  of  the  street  were  moved  onto  their  own 
back  yards  and  the  street  was  widened  from  60  feet  to  1 00  feet.  Originally,  the  neighbors  were  told  that 
they  couldn't  park  on  Guerrero  because  all  eight  lanes  that  were  made  this  way  were  going  to  be  for  moving 
traffic.  As  a  result,  all  of  the  older  housing  stock  had  garages  shoehorned  in  front  of  it,  and  this  portion  of 
Guerrero  looks  very  much  like  what  this  initiative  would  produce  in  neighborhoods  with  older  housing 
stock.  There  are  many  blocks  with  no  trees  at  all.  They  are  just  not  possible  because  the  streetscape  is 
driveway  next  to  driveway  next  to  driveway.  In  between  many  of  the  driveways,  there  is  maybe  four  or  five 
feet,  with  utilities  in  that  space,  so  there  is  not  enough  room  for  a  tree.  That  situation  gets  worse  for  streets 
such  as  Guerrero  Street,  which  is  a  primary  arterial  that  connects  to  a  freeway  and  carries  30,000  or  40,000 
cars  a  day  in  that  you  have  no  human  scale  buffer  between  the  heavy  traffic  and  the  people  that  live  there. 

Ms.  Gillett  discussed  the  effect  on  the  urban  planning  quality  of  neighborhoods  where  you  wind  up  with 
neighborhoods  where  only  rich  people  have  trees,  and  you  produce  streets  that  people  don't  want  to  live  on. 
It  was  stated  that  everybody  needs  a  better  quality  of  life,  so  you  don't  want  to  have  young  families  living 
on  dangerous  streets  next  to  high-speed  traffic.  In  the  case  of  the  project  on  Guerrero  Street,  the  previous 
poor  planning  decisions  were  mitigated  with  the  planting  of  medians,  but  those  would  also  be  potentially  in 
peril  as  a  result  of  this  legislation.  Ms.  Gillett  urged  the  Council  to  consider  this  legislation  strongly  as  there 
are  a  lot  of  neighborhoods  with  older  housing  stock  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  City  that  can  be  dramatically 
ruined  with  no  potential  for  streetscape  possibilities  if  the  legislation  passes. 

Mr.  Howard  Wong,  Architect,  stated  that  this  initiative  was  a  paid  process  where  professional  petition 
gatherers  were  hired  and  funded  by  an  owner  of  a  large  retail  international  company  and  a  large  developer. 
Approximately  18,396  signatures  were  gathered  in  only  five  weeks;  only  10,300  signatures  were  required. 
The  Ordinance  is  about  61  pages,  is  difficult  to  understand,  and  is  one  of  the  longest  initiative  ordinances 
that  the  public  would  have  to  consider;  but  the  catchy  title  "Parking  in  Neighborhoods"  makes  people  think 
that  it  will  solve  their  peak  parking  demands.  In  essence,  unknown  to  many  people  who  signed  the 
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Ordinance,  the  long  term  effects  would  be  detrimental  not  only  to  decades  of  our  evolution  to  transit  first, 
but  to  our  tree  planting  programs  and  our  transit  oriented  development.  It  would  nullify  the  EIR  and 
planning  processes  in  some  of  our  neighborhoods,  e.g.  Octavia  Blvd.,  Glen  Park,  Eastern  neighborhoods, 
SOMA,  and  for  neighbors  who  are  planning  for  green  livable  neighborhoods  that  are  not  dependent  on  the 
automobile.  Mr.  Wong  stated  that  we  all  have  a  fondness  for  the  automobile  and  understand  people's 
frustration  when  people  try  to  park  in  the  peak  of  the  day. 

Mr.  Wong  stated  that  downtown  planning  over  the  decades  has  created  one  of  the  most  vibrant  downtowns 
in  this  country  and  the  world,  and  the  evolution  should  continue.  Neighborhood  planning  is  also  leading  to 
some  fine  beautiful  neighborhoods.  Mr.  Wong  explained  that  many  architects  and  planners  who  are 
aggressive  in  promotion  of  a  beautiful  city  are  not  against  cars,  but  are  for  better  planning  and  use  of  cars. 
This  measure  sets  back  the  city  many  decades  in  a  covert  way  and  should  be  rejected.  Because  of  the 
politics  of  parking,  there  is  an  interest  in  the  City,  but  this  measure  is  not  the  way  to  go  about  this  issue. 
People  should  be  educated  and  examine  what  the  61  pages  really  say. 

Member  Cohen  reported  that  the  ordinance  is  in  conflict  with  the  new  provisions  and  the  revisions  to  the 
tree  legislation  as  well  as  the  new  landscaping  ordinance,  two  measures  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  in 
the  last  2  l/i  to  3  years  has  worked  very  hard  to  pass  into  legislation.  It  is  also  in  conflict  with  the  Council's 
goal  to  integrate  the  sustainability  of  trees  and  urban  forest  as  part  of  development.  Member  Cohen 
recommended  that  the  Council  develop  a  formal  resolution  to  oppose  this  initiative. 

Member  Short  agreed  with  Member  Cohen's  comments  and  stated  that  this  initiative  would  provide  for 
more  cars  and  fewer  trees,  which  means  additional  pollution  and  fewer  ways  of  removing  the  pollution. 
This  measure  would  also  increase  the  number  of  climate-effecting  gases  in  San  Francisco.  Member  Short 
stated  that  this  initiative  is  in  conflict  with  the  Urban  Forestry  Ordinance  and  stated  that  she  would  inquire 
as  a  staff  member  of  Public  Works  which  legislation  would  trump  the  other.  Ms.  Gillett  was  asked  how 
medians  would  be  affected.  Ms.  Gillett  stated  that  a  full  analysis  of  the  ramifications  of  this  initiative  has 
not  yet  been  completed,  but  reported  that  based  on  what  is  going  to  happen  on  the  streetscape  in  front  of 
where  somebody  is  going  to  put  a  garage  in,  that  it  could  potentially  change  the  sidewalk  width,  which 
would  potentially  change  the  lane  configurations,  and  potentially  change  its  way  all  the  way  across  the 
street.  Member  Short  also  requested  a  forma!  resolution  from  the  Council  in  opposition  to  this  initiative. 

Member  Marks  stated  that  usually,  if  somebody  wants  to  put  a  garage  in  and  receives  sign  off  from  the 
applicable  departments,  if  there  is  a  tree  in  the  way,  the  tree  goes.  The  Council  should  investigate  as  to  what 
is  happening  now  in  terms  of  which  Code  or  which  Department  has  the  ultimate  say.  Member  Marks 
recommended  stronger  protection  for  trees  when  someone  wants  to  put  in  a  garage,  as  trees  are  usually  the 
bottom  line  during  development. 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  this  measure  would  be  the  governing  initiative  over  the  other  Codes.  It  was  stated 
that  there  is  now  an  opportunity  to  have  a  Planning  Commission  hearing  to  object  any  type  of  development 
on  the  basis  of  a  significant  tree  and  an  opportunity  for  review  and  vote  by  the  Planning  Commission.  This 
initiative  automatically  gives  you  the  right  to  do  the  development  without  the  opportunity  for  a  hearing. 
Chair  Short  concurred  that  this  initiative  would  take  away  the  public  process  and  automatically  grant  tree 
removals. 

Member  Blair  stated  that  this  measure  is  similar  to  Comcast's  competing  with  what  goes  into  our  sidewalks 
and  eliminating  any  future  planning.  Member  Blair  stated  that  the  Guerrero  Street  project  is  unattractive, 
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unsafe,  and  would  add  more  pollution.  It  was  explained  that  political  will  is  needed  to  protect  trees  as  we 
are  down  to  1%  large  trees  out  of  our  whole  urban  canopy.  Member  Blair  stated  that  this  measure  would  be 
bad  for  the  environment,  affordable  housing,  quality  of  life,  and  for  a  rich  beautiful  City  that  preserves  its 
culture,  history,  and  its  great  assets.  San  Francisco  needs  preservation  of  its  trees  and  history.  It  was 
reported  that  the  Chronicle  reported  that  there  would  be  no  changes  in  parking  regulations  without  a  nine- 
member  vote  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Council  was  urged  to  join  SPUR  to  oppose  this  ballot 
initiative. 

Chair  Milne  asked  that  a  Resolution  be  developed  for  the  Council  to  consider  and  vote  on  at  their  August 
meeting  to  oppose  this  initiative  based  on  its  adverse  effects  on  the  urban  forest.  Member  Cohen  asked  to 
include  in  the  resolution  that  the  initiative  is  in  conflict  with  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  other  initiatives  that 
the  Council  has  supported  and  helped  create  for  the  past  two  to  three  years.  Member  Short  asked  to  include 
the  need  to  protect  existing  trees  even  with  the  current  sidewalk  and  driveway  applications.  Member  Habert 
stated  that  he  agrees  that  an  answer  is  needed  to  the  parking  issue  in  Neighborhood  Commercial  Districts 
(NCD),  but  this  measure  is  not  it.  A  one-size  solution  does  not  make  sense  in  NCD  districts  where  detail  for 
each  individual  unit  is  important.  An  initiative  is  needed  to  answer  the  concerns  of  small  business  owners, 
the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  and  the  community.  Member  Habert  also  stated  that  he  has  not  seen  the 
legislation  on  this  initiative.  Member  Blair  stated  that  this  could  be  an  opportunity  for  SPUR  or  other 
agencies  to  consider  introducing  diagonal  parking  with  trees  in  between  parked  cars  in  the  parking  lanes 
wherever  there  is  space  to  implement  it.  Member  Sherk  requested  that  the  legislation  be  included  as  part  of 
the  agenda  packet  for  the  next  meeting.  Member  Marks  asked  to  confirm  that  the  Council  as  a  government 
entity  would  be  able  to  take  a  public  position  against  ballot  measures. 

4.  Change  to  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Meeting  Schedule  and  Consolidation  of  Committees.  Council 
members  will  discuss  changing  the  number  of  Committee  and  Council  meetings  and/or  consolidation  of 
Committees  and  may  vote  to  recommend  changing  the  Bylaws  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Terry  Milne,  Chair 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  suggested  that  the  Council  consolidate  its 
meetings  and/or  have  fewer  annual  meetings.  It  was  stated  that  it  has  been  difficult  getting  people  to  attend 
meetings  for  quorum  purposes,  and  there  have  been  meetings  cancelled  in  the  past  two  months.  There  are 
meetings  for  the  full  Council  and  three  Committees,  with  a  total  of  approximately  40+  meetings  per  year.  It 
was  suggested  that  one  possibility  could  be  for  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committees  functions  to  be 
combined.  Chair  Milne  asked  Council  Members  for  their  input  into  a  consolidation  plan. 

Member  Short  suggested  that  Committee  meetings  be  held  before  or  after  the  Council  meeting  so  one 
amount  of  time  is  allocated  per  month  to  this  function  with  concurrence  from  Members  Blair  and  Cohen. 
Member  Marks  suggested  that  Committee  business  could  be  heard  at  the  full  Council  and  recommended 
losing  Committee  rather  than  full  Council  meetings.  It  was  recommended  that  the  Council  request  that  there 
be  a  closer  relationship  and  more  participation  from  the  Mayor's  City  Greening  agency  as  the  attention 
seems  to  be  diverting  from  the  Council  to  this  other  agency.  Additional  members  concurred  with  this  idea. 
Member  Short  recommended  inviting  Mr.  Sider  to  a  Committee  or  Council  meeting  in  order  to  request  that 
the  Council  be  more  integrated  into  the  City  Greening  activities. 

Council  Member  Blair  suggested  possibilities  that  include  (1)  bringing  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee 
issues  to  the  full  Council  rather  than  to  the  Committee  meeting  and  (2)  to  consider  taking  a  Council-break 
during  the  year.  Member  Cohen  discussed  personal  time  issues  and  the  need  to  assess  the  direction  that  the 
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Council  will  be  taking  in  the  future  as  well  as  time  that  the  members  can  devote  to  the  Council.  It  was  stated 
that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  was  formed  to  streamline  the  process,  but  its  need  could  be  reexamined 
in  the  future.  Member  Sherk  stated  that  the  work  of  the  Council  is  something  that  should  grow  and  not  be 
diminished,  and  it  is  important  to  develop  ways  for  the  Council  and  trees  to  have  more  impact  in  the  city.  It 
was  suggested  that  the  Funding  and  Policy  Committees  be  combined  and  that  landmark  trees  could  be  heard 
at  the  full  Council. 

Member  Sustarich  suggested  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  remain  as  nominations  require  a  lot  of 
fieldwork,  listening  to  testimony,  and  would  be  too  time  consuming  to  work  into  a  Council  meeting. 
Member  Habert  discussed  the  lack  of  participation  by  the  community  unless  they  are  petitioning  an  issue 
before  the  Council.  It  was  stated  that  many  people  in  the  city  think  that  the  Council  and  urban  forest  are 
irrelevant.  Member  Habert  recommended  rethinking  what  this  body  does  to  increase  its  importance 
throughout  the  political  arena  and  community.  Member  Blair  stated  that  the  Council  is  irrelevant  to  many 
people  because  it  has  no  power  to  make  decisions  and  should  be  a  decision-making  regulating  body. 
Member  Blair  requested  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  provide  more  funding  to  the  Council  to 
heighten  awareness  and  preservation  of  trees. 

Chair  Milne  proposed  that  the  Council  vote  at  their  August  meeting  on  changing  the  bylaws  to  change  the 
scheduling  of  Committee  meetings  as  an  incremental  first  step.  It  was  stated  that  most  members  felt  that  the 
Council  and  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  meetings  should  be  retained  as  they  are,  but  there  is  a  possibility 
to  combine  the  Funding  and  Planning  and  Policy  Committees  at  this  time. 

Item  10  Public  Comment  was  heard  before  Item  5. 

5.  Council  Secretary  Report.  New  Ethics  Commission  Requirements.  (Explanatory  Documents:  New 
Regulations  on  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources  and  Subordinates  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/GiftsfromRestrictedSources.pdf  and  Statement  of  Incompatible 
Activities  (Word)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/SIA070907.doc)  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion).  Council  Secretary  Monica  Fish  reported  on  New  Ethics  Commission  requirements  enclosed  in 
the  packet  (see  explanatory  documents  above).  It  was  requested  that  the  Council  Members  review  the 
information  that  discusses  the  types  of  activities  that  are  not  compatible  with  Council  membership  and 
restrictions  on  gifts  from  restricted  sources  and  subordinates. 

6.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to 
research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 
Council  Secretary  Monica  Fish  presented  the  staff  report  stating  that  105  job  applications  were  received  for 
the  Environmental  Assistant  position.  Department  staff  is  carefully  screening  the  applications  and  will 
conduct  job  interviews  in  one  to  two  weeks.  Department  staff  is  also  working  with  the  Public  Outreach 
team  to  update  the  Landmark  Tree  website;  however,  it  is  up  and  running.  Access  the  website  by  going  to 
the  Department's  website,  then  clicking  on  Our  City's  Programs,  Urban  Nature. 

7.  Committee  Reports: 

Funding  Committee,  Chair, 

A  report  will  be  presented  on  the  July  3  Funding  Committee  Meeting.  The  next  meeting  will  be  on 
September  4,  2007  at  12:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 
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Planning  &  Policy  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

A  report  will  be  presented  on  the  July  1 8  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Meeting.  The  next  meeting 
will  be  on  August  16,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  July  10  meeting  was  cancelled  due  to  a  lack  of  quorum.  The  next  meeting  will  be  on  August  14, 
2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

There  were  no  Committee  Reports  heard  at  this  time. 

8.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and 
Discussion).  Chair  Milne  asked  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  at  their  next  meeting 
substantiate  landmark  tree  criteria  findings  for  a  potential  landmark  tree  nomination  by  the  property 
owner  at  4124  -  23rd  Street. 

9.  New  Business  (Information  and  Discussion).  There  was  no  new  business  discussed  at  this  time. 

10.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Ms.  Andrea  Hassiba,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  she  has  been  a  member  and  involved  in 
organizations  such  as  SLUG,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest,  but  never  knew  the  Council  existed  until 
yesterday.  It  was  stated  that  Crocker  Amazon  has  one  of  the  last  urban  forests  left  in  San  Francisco 
outside  of  the  Presidio  and  Golden  Gate  Park.  It  was  reported  that  City  Fields  Foundation  is  taking 
down  the  majority  of  the  trees  in  Crocker  Amazon  (45  trees),  which  are  a  minimum  of  50  to  60  years 
old  to  expand  the  soccer  fields.  Ms.  Hassiba  indicated  that  she  had  contacted  the  Sierra  Club  and 
Fisher  Foundation  who  had  not  responded.  A  representative  from  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest 
responded  stating  that  he  had  not  seen  the  Environmental  Horticultural  Report  and  felt  that  the 
public  process  for  project  approval  moved  too  quickly.  It  was  stated  that  Mr.  Mar  from  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  expressed  regret,  but  indicated  that  the  project  would  take  care  of 
the  inability  to  maintain  the  trees  because  of  a  lack  of  City  funding. 

Chair  Milne  inquired  whether  there  was  a  discussion  at  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  on  this 
issue.  Ms.  Hassiba  stated  that  there  was  a  community  meeting  in  February,  but  was  told  there  was 
no  discussion  about  trees  being  cut  down.  Member  Sherk  suggested  that  alternative  methods  of 
construction  be  suggested  in  order  to  retain  the  trees,  but  Ms.  Hassiba  stated  that  she  had  tried  this 
method  but  was  told  it  was  not  cost  effective.  Member  Marks  suggested  inquiring  how  a  private 
group  has  the  ability  to  take  over  public  land.  Member  Short  suggested  contacting  Mr.  Mar  to 
formally  request  in  writing  a  public  hearing  and  copy  the  head  of  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department.  Chair  Milne  advised  that  it  is  possible  to  speak  at  Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
meetings  during  Public  Comment  on  items  that  are  not  on  the  agenda.  Committee  members 
discussed  whether  the  trees  in  the  park  are  near  a  public  right  of  way,  and  Member  Short  stated  that 
she  believed  they  were  not  and  not  part  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works'  jurisdiction.  Member 
Short  suggested  contacting  the  Department  of  the  Environment  who  may  have  input  through  the 
Precautionary  Principle  about  the  replacement  of  the  fields  with  petroleum  based  products. 
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Public  Comment:  Mr.  Beau  Beausdeil  stated  that  the  creation  of  the  fifth  soccer  field  is  pushing  the 
boundaries  of  the  soccer  field  out  by  ten  feet  and  that  in  turn  causes  them  to  have  a  retaining  wall, 
destroys  the  root  system,  and  that  is  why  the  trees  have  to  come  down.  Mr.  Beausdeil  noted  the 
neighborhood  appreciation  for  the  park  and  lack  of  recognition  by  City  Fields  about  this  fact  and  the 
possibility  of  preserving  the  trees.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  lack  of  support  by  City  offices  in  an 
effort  to  preserve  the  trees  and  wrong  information  relayed  during  the  course  of  City  meetings.  It  was 
recommended  that  the  Council  hold  their  meetings  at  a  Recreation  and  Park  building  at  a  time  when 
people  can  attend  meetings  in  order  to  generate  more  community  interest. 

1 1 .  Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  Meeting  adjourned  at  12:00  p.m. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  the  Department  of  Environment,  1 1 
Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the 
Department  of  Environment's  webpage:  wAvw.sfenvironment.com/ ;  or  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each 
agenda  item  above;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above  address  or  telephone  number 
415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(fl)Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 
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Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  10:17  a.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne;  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert,  Marks,  Sherk,  Short,  and  Sustarich;  Excused: 
Members  Boss,  Griswold,  Nervo,  Quirke;  and  Rodgers,  Absent:  Member  Miller. 

Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  June  26,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Cohen  and  second  by  Member  Sustarich,  the  June  26,  2007  Meeting 
Minutes  were  approved.  AYES:  Chair  Milne;  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert,  Marks,  Sherk,  Short,  and 
Sustarich;  Absent:  Members  Boss,  Griswold,  Miller,  Nervo,  Quirke,  and  Rodgers  (Explanatory  Document: 
Approved  Minutes  of  the  June  26,  2007  Regular  Meeting  http://sfgov.org/site,sfenvironment  page.asp,7id=63453). 

November  2007  Potential  Ballot  Issue:  "Parking  for  Neighborhoods  Initiative."  The  Council  will  hear 
concerns  about  the  potential  loss  of  existing  trees/and  or  planting  spaces  for  new  trees  if  this  initiative 
passes  (Discussion).  (Explanatory  Document:  Alert:  Parking  vs.  Trees  (Word) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site,uploadedfiles/ ALERTPARKINGVSTREES.DOC) 

Sponsor:  Council  Member  Carolyn  Blair 
Speaker:  Gillian  Gillett,  San  Jose  Guerrero  Coalition 

Council  Member  Blair  introduced  Mr.  Egon  Terplan,  Economic  Development  and  Governance  Policy 
Director,  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association  (SPUR).  Mr.  Terplan  explained  that  for 
every  election,  the  SPUR  Board  conducts  a  comprehensive  review  of  ballot  measures  and  had  voted  to 
oppose  this  measure  earlier  than  usual  because  of  the  implications  to  so  much  of  the  work  that  SPUR  does. 
Mr.  Terplan  discussed  the  key  provisions  and  implications  of  this  potential  ballot  measure  including  its 
effects  on  forests  and  trees  in  San  Francisco.  It  was  explained  that  this  particular  measure  was  put  on  the 
ballot  through  signatures,  and  its  main  provisions  are  about  increasing  the  amount  of  parking  that  can  be 
built  in  both  downtown  office  and  residential  developments.  It  was  reported  that  San  Francisco's  downtown 
has  thrived  and  has  been  successful  because  of  the  majority  of  people  commuting  to  work  by  transit.  If 
congestion  to  the  downtown  area  increases,  the  buses  will  not  be  able  to  get  through  and  would  not  be  as 
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effective  of  a  place  for  companies  to  want  to  locate.  If  you  are  replacing  office  floor  area  with  parking 
spaces,  that  would  be  that  many  fewer  people  working  and  living  there. 

Mr.  Terplan  explained  that  the  large  part  of  the  measure  to  increase  the  amount  of  parking  downtown, 
provides  for  a  "one  size  fits  all"  for  all  other  neighborhoods  in  San  Francisco  and  would  prevent  the 
Planning  Department  from  enforcing  neighborhood  specific  parking  requirements.  It  also  provides  a  new 
right  for  an  owner  of  a  building  up  to  four  residential  units  to  put  in  at  least  one  accessory  parking  space 
without  regard  to  (a)  whether  the  existing  structure  is  located  along  a  transit  preferential  street,  primary 
pedestrian  street  or  bicycle  street;  (b)  any  potential  effect  on  transit  stops,  bicycle,  or  primary  pedestrian 
streets;  (c)  any  potential  effect  on  an  existing  Significant  Tree  or  street  tree.  There  is  a  provision  that  you 
have  to  provide  a  one  to  one  replacement  of  a  tree  with  a  new  tree  no  smaller  than  1 5 -gallon  size  within 
1 000  feet.  In  addition  to  the  impact  on  existing  street  trees,  it  would  also  have  an  impact  on  the  ability  to 
put  in  new  landscape  medians.  Mr.  Terplan  reported  on  other  negative  provisions  in  the  initiative  including 
the  potential  of  reducing  an  unknown  number  of  street  trees  and  increasing  car  traffic  in  the  City.  It  was 
stated  that  this  measure  does  not  provide  additional  public  parking — it  provides  for  additional  private 
parking. 

Ms.  Gillian  Gillett,  Co-Chair  of  the  San  Jose  Guerrero  to  Save  Our  Streets  presented  an  example  of  a  project 
on  Guerrero  Street  south  of  Cesar  Chavez  Street,  discussing  adverse  effects  on  older  neighborhoods  when 
you  allow  similar  types  of  streetscape  or  landscape  changes  to  a  neighborhood  as  proposed  in  this 
legislation.  Ms.  Gillett  stated  that  Guerrero  Street  south  of  Cesar  Chavez  had  been  widened  to  create  what 
was  thought  to  be  the  Mission  Freeway.  Houses  on  the  east  side  of  the  street  were  moved  onto  their  own 
back  yards  and  the  street  was  widened  from  60  feet  to  1 00  feet.  Originally,  the  neighbors  were  told  that 
they  couldn't  park  on  Guerrero  because  all  eight  lanes  that  were  made  this  way  were  going  to  be  for  moving 
traffic.  As  a  result,  all  of  the  older  housing  stock  had  garages  shoehorned  in  front  of  it,  and  this  portion  of 
Guerrero  looks  very  much  like  what  this  initiative  would  produce  in  neighborhoods  with  older  housing 
stock.  There  are  many  blocks  with  no  trees  at  all.  They  are  just  not  possible  because  the  streetscape  is 
driveway  next  to  driveway  next  to  driveway.  In  between  many  of  the  driveways,  there  is  maybe  four  or  five 
feet,  with  utilities  in  that  space,  so  there  is  not  enough  room  for  a  tree.  That  situation  gets  worse  for  streets 
such  as  Guerrero  Street,  which  is  a  primary  arterial  that  connects  to  a  freeway  and  carries  30,000  or  40,000 
cars  a  day  in  that  you  have  no  human  scale  buffer  between  the  heavy  traffic  and  the  people  that  live  there. 

Ms.  Gillett  discussed  the  effect  on  the  urban  planning  quality  of  neighborhoods  where  you  wind  up  with 
neighborhoods  where  only  rich  people  have  trees,  and  you  produce  streets  that  people  don't  want  to  live  on. 
It  was  stated  that  everybody  needs  a  better  quality  of  life,  so  you  don't  want  to  have  young  families  living 
on  dangerous  streets  next  to  high-speed  traffic.  In  the  case  of  the  project  on  Guerrero  Street,  the  previous 
poor  planning  decisions  were  mitigated  with  the  planting  of  medians,  but  those  would  also  be  potentially  in 
peril  as  a  result  of  this  legislation.  Ms.  Gillett  urged  the  Council  to  consider  this  legislation  strongly  as  there 
are  a  lot  of  neighborhoods  with  older  housing  stock  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  City  that  can  be  dramatically 
ruined  with  no  potential  for  streetscape  possibilities  if  the  legislation  passes. 

Mr.  Howard  Wong,  Architect,  stated  that  this  initiative  was  a  paid  process  where  professional  petition 
gatherers  were  hired  and  funded  by  an  owner  of  a  large  retail  international  company  and  a  large  developer. 
Approximately  18,396  signatures  were  gathered  in  only  five  weeks;  only  10,300  signatures  were  required. 
The  Ordinance  is  about  61  pages,  is  difficult  to  understand,  and  is  one  of  the  longest  initiative  ordinances 
that  the  public  would  have  to  consider;  but  the  catchy  title  "Parking  in  Neighborhoods"  makes  people  think 
that  it  will  solve  their  peak  parking  demands.  In  essence,  unknown  to  many  people  who  signed  the 
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Ordinance,  the  long  term  effects  would  be  detrimental  not  only  to  decades  of  our  evolution  to  transit  first, 
but  to  our  tree  planting  programs  and  our  transit  oriented  development.  It  would  nullify  the  EIR  and 
planning  processes  in  some  of  our  neighborhoods,  e.g.  Octavia  Blvd.,  Glen  Park,  Eastern  neighborhoods, 
SOMA,  and  for  neighbors  who  are  planning  for  green  livable  neighborhoods  that  are  not  dependent  on  the 
automobile.  Mr.  Wong  stated  that  we  all  have  a  fondness  for  the  automobile  and  understand  people's 
frustration  when  people  try  to  park  in  the  peak  of  the  day. 

Mr.  Wong  stated  that  downtown  planning  over  the  decades  has  created  one  of  the  most  vibrant  downtowns 
in  this  country  and  the  world,  and  the  evolution  should  continue.  Neighborhood  planning  is  also  leading  to 
some  fine  beautiful  neighborhoods.  Mr.  Wong  explained  that  many  architects  and  planners  who  are 
aggressive  in  promotion  of  a  beautiful  city  are  not  against  cars,  but  are  for  better  planning  and  use  of  cars. 
This  measure  sets  back  the  city  many  decades  in  a  covert  way  and  should  be  rejected.  Because  of  the 
politics  of  parking,  there  is  an  interest  in  the  City,  but  this  measure  is  not  the  way  to  go  about  this  issue. 
People  should  be  educated  and  examine  what  the  61  pages  really  say. 

Member  Cohen  reported  that  the  ordinance  is  in  conflict  with  the  new  provisions  and  the  revisions  to  the 
tree  legislation  as  well  as  the  new  landscaping  ordinance,  two  measures  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  in 
the  last  2  V2  to  3  years  has  worked  very  hard  to  pass  into  legislation.  It  is  also  in  conflict  with  the  Council's 
goal  to  integrate  the  sustainability  of  trees  and  urban  forest  as  part  of  development.  Member  Cohen 
recommended  that  the  Council  develop  a  formal  resolution  to  oppose  this  initiative. 

Member  Short  agreed  with  Member  Cohen's  comments  and  stated  that  this  initiative  would  provide  for 
more  cars  and  fewer  trees,  which  means  additional  pollution  and  fewer  ways  of  removing  the  pollution. 
This  measure  would  also  increase  the  number  of  climate-effecting  gases  in  San  Francisco.  Member  Short 
stated  that  this  initiative  is  in  conflict  with  the  Urban  Forestry  Ordinance  and  stated  that  she  would  inquire 
as  a  staff  member  of  Public  Works  which  legislation  would  trump  the  other.  Ms.  Gillett  was  asked  how 
medians  would  be  affected.  Ms.  Gillett  stated  that  a  full  analysis  of  the  ramifications  of  this  initiative  has 
not  yet  been  completed,  but  reported  that  based  on  what  is  going  to  happen  on  the  streetscape  in  front  of 
where  somebody  is  going  to  put  a  garage  in,  that  it  could  potentially  change  the  sidewalk  width,  which 
would  potentially  change  the  lane  configurations,  and  potentially  change  its  way  all  the  way  across  the 
street.  Member  Short  also  requested  a  formal  resolution  from  the  Council  in  opposition  to  this  initiative. 

Member  Marks  stated  that  usually,  if  somebody  wants  to  put  a  garage  in  and  receives  sign  off  from  the 
applicable  departments,  if  there  is  a  tree  in  the  way,  the  tree  goes.  The  Council  should  investigate  as  to  what 
is  happening  now  in  terms  of  which  Code  or  which  Department  has  the  ultimate  say.  Member  Marks 
recommended  stronger  protection  for  trees  when  someone  wants  to  put  in  a  garage,  as  trees  are  usually  the 
bottom  line  during  development. 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  this  measure  would  be  the  governing  initiative  over  the  other  Codes.  It  was  stated 
that  there  is  now  an  opportunity  to  have  a  Planning  Commission  hearing  to  object  any  type  of  development 
on  the  basis  of  a  significant  tree  and  an  opportunity  for  review  and  vote  by  the  Planning  Commission.  This 
initiative  automatically  gives  you  the  right  to  do  the  development  without  the  opportunity  for  a  hearing. 
Chair  Short  concurred  that  this  initiative  would  take  away  the  public  process  and  automatically  grant  tree 
removals. 

Member  Blair  stated  that  this  measure  is  similar  to  Comcast's  competing  with  what  goes  into  our  sidewalks 
and  eliminating  any  future  planting.  Member  Blair  stated  that  the  Guerrero  Street  project  is  unattractive, 
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unsafe,  and.  would  add  more  pollution.  It  was  explained  that  political  will  is  needed  to  protect  trees  as  we 
are  down  to  1%  large  trees  out  of  our  whole  urban  canopy.  Member  Blair  stated  that  this  measure  would  be 
bad  for  the  environment,  affordable  housing,  quality  of  life,  and  for  a  rich  beautiful  City  that  preserves  its 
culture,  history,  and  its  great  assets.  San  Francisco  needs  preservation  of  its  trees  and  history.  It  was 
reported  that  the  Chronicle  reported  that  there  would  be  no  changes  in  parking  regulations  without  a  nine- 
member  vote  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Council  was  urged  to  join  SPUR  to  oppose  this  ballot 
initiative. 

Chair  Milne  asked  that  a  Resolution  be  developed  for  the  Council  to  consider  and  vote  on  at  their  August 
meeting  to  oppose  this  initiative  based  on  its  adverse  effects  on  the  urban  forest.  Member  Cohen  asked  to 
include  in  the  resolution  that  the  initiative  is  in  conflict  with  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  other  initiatives  that 
the  Council  has  supported  and  helped  create  for  the  past  two  to  three  years.  Member  Short  asked  to  include 
the  need  to  protect  existing  trees  even  with  the  current  sidewalk  and  driveway  applications.  Member  Habert 
stated  that  he  agrees  that  an  answer  is  needed  to  the  parking  issue  in  Neighborhood  Commercial  Districts 
(NCD),  but  this  measure  is  not  it.  A  one-size  solution  does  not  make  sense  in  NCD  districts  where  detail  for 
each  individual  unit  is  important.  An  initiative  is  needed  to  answer  the  concerns  of  small  business  owners, 
the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  and  the  community.  Member  Habert  also  stated  that  he  has  not  seen  the 
legislation  on  this  initiative.  Member  Blair  stated  that  this  could  be  an  opportunity  for  SPUR  or  other 
agencies  to  consider  introducing  diagonal  parking  with  trees  in  between  parked  cars  in  the  parking  lanes 
wherever  there  is  space  to  implement  it.  Member  Sherk  requested  that  the  legislation  be  included  as  part  of 
the  agenda  packet  for  the  next  meeting.  Member  Marks  asked  to  confirm  that  the  Council  as  a  government 
entity  would  be  able  to  take  a  public  position  against  ballot  measures. 

4.  Change  to  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Meeting  Schedule  and  Consolidation  of  Committees.  Council 
members  will  discuss  changing  the  number  of  Committee  and  Council  meetings  and/or  consolidation  of 
Committees  and  may  vote  to  recommend  changing  the  Bylaws  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Sponsor  and  Presenter:  Terry  Milne,  Chair 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  suggested  that  the  Council  consolidate  its 
meetings  and/or  have  fewer  annual  meetings.  It  was  stated  that  it  has  been  difficult  getting  people  to  attend 
meetings  for  quorum  purposes,  and  there  have  been  meetings  cancelled  in  the  past  two  months.  There  are 
meetings  for  the  full  Council  and  three  Committees,  with  a  total  of  approximately  40+  meetings  per  year.  It 
was  suggested  that  one  possibility  could  be  for  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committees  functions  to  be 
combined.  Chair  Milne  asked  Council  Members  for  their  input  into  a  consolidation  plan. 

Member  Short  suggested  that  Committee  meetings  be  held  before  or  after  the  Council  meeting  so  one 
amount  of  time  is  allocated  per  month  to  this  function  with  concurrence  from  IVf embers  Blair  and  Cohen. 
Member  Marks  suggested  that  Committee  business  could  be  heard  at  the  full  Council  and  recommended 
losing  Committee  rather  than  full  Council  meetings.  It  was  recommended  that  the  Council  request  that  there 
be  a  closer  relationship  and  more  participation  from  the  Mayor's  City  Greening  agency  as  the  attention 
seems  to  be  diverting  from  the  Council  to  this  other  agency.  Additional  members  concurred  with  this  idea. 
Member  Short  recommended  inviting  Mr.  Sider  to  a  Committee  or  Council  meeting  in  order  to  request  that 
the  Council  be  more  integrated  into  the  City  Greening  activities. 

Council  Member  Blair  suggested  possibilities  that  include  (1)  bringing  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee 
issues  to  the  full  Council  rather  than  to  the  Committee  meeting  and  (2)  to  consider  taking  a  Council-break 
during  the  year.  Member  Cohen  discussed  personal  time  issues  and  the  need  to  assess  the  direction  that  the 
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Council  will  be  taking  in  the  future  as  well  as  time  that  the  members  can  devote  to  the  Council.  It  was  stated 
that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Was  formed  to  streamline  the  process,  but  its  need  could  be  reexamined 
in  the  future.  Member  Sherk  stated  that  the  work  of  the  Council  is  something  that  should  grow  and  not  be 
diminished,  and  it  is  important  to  develop  ways  for  the  Council  and  trees  to  have  more  impact  in  the  city.  It 
was  suggested  that  the  Funding  and  Policy  Committees  be  combined  and  that  landmark  trees  could  be  heard 
at  the  full  Council. 

Member  Sustarich  suggested  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  remain  as  nominations  require  a  lot  of 
fieldwork,  listening  to  testimony,  and  would  be  too  time  consuming  to  work  into  a  Council  meeting. 
Member  Habert  discussed  the  lack  of  participation  by  the  community  unless  they  are  petitioning  an  issue 
before  the  Council.  It  was  stated  that  many  people  in  the  city  think  that  the  Council  and  urban  forest  are 
irrelevant.  Member  Habert  recommended  rethinking  what  this  body  does  to  increase  its  importance 
throughout  the  political  arena  and  community.  Member  Blair  stated  that  the  Council  is  irrelevant  to  many 
people  because  it  has  no  power  to  make  decisions  and  should  be  a  decision-making  regulating  body. 
Member  Blair  requested  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  provide  more  funding  to  the  Council  to 
heighten  awareness  and  preservation  of  trees. 

Chair  Milne  proposed  that  the  Council  vote  at  their  August  meeting  on  changing  the  bylaws  to  change  the 
scheduling  of  Committee  meetings  as  an  incremental  first  step.  It  was  stated  that  most  members  felt  that  the 
Council  and  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  meetings  should  be  retained  as  they  are,  but  there  is  a  possibility 
to  combine  the  Funding  and  Planning  and  Policy  Committees  at  this  time. 

Item  10  Public  Comment  was  heard  before  Item  5. 

5.  Council  Secretary  Report.  New  Ethics  Commission  Requirements.  (Explanatory  Documents:  New 
Regulations  on  Gifts  from  Restricted  Sources  and  Subordinates  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.or^site/uploadedfiles/GiftsfromRestrictedSources.pdf  and  Statement  of  Incompatible 
Activities  (Word)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/SIA070907.doc)  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion).  Council  Secretary  Monica  Fish  reported  on  New  Ethics  Commission  requirements  enclosed  in 
the  packet  (see  explanatory  documents  above).  It  was  requested  that  the  Council  Members  review  the 
information  that  discusses  the  types  of  activities  that  are  not  compatible  with  Council  membership  and 
restrictions  on  gifts  from  restricted  sources  and  subordinates. 

6.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to 
research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 
Council  Secretary  Momca  Fish  presented  the  staff  report  stating  that  105  job  applications  were  received  for 
the  Environmental  Assistant  position.  Department  staff  is  carefully  screening  the  applications  and  will 
conduct  job  interviews  in  one  to  two  weeks.  Department  staff  is  also  working  with  the  Public  Outreach 
team  to  update  the  Landmark  Tree  website;  however,  it  is  up  and  running.  Access  the  website  by  going  to 
the  Department's  website,  then  clicking  on  Our  City's  Programs,  Urban  Nature. 

7.  Committee  Reports: 

Funding  Committee,  Chair, 

A  report  will  be  presented  on  the  July  3  Funding  Committee  Meeting.  The  next  meeting  will  be  on 
September  4,  2007  at  12:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 
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Planning  &  Policy  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

A  report  will  be  presented  on  the  July  18  Planning  &  Policy  Committee  Meeting.  The  next  meeting 
will  be  on  August  16,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  July  10  meeting  was  cancelled  due  to  a  lack  of  quorum.  The  next  meeting  will  be  on  August  14, 
2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

There  were  no  Committee  Reports  heard  at  this  time. 

8.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and 
Discussion).  Chair  Milne  asked  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  at  their  next  meeting 
substantiate  landmark  tree  criteria  findings  for  a  potential  landmark  tree  nomination  by  the  property 
owner  at  4124 -23rd  Street. 

9.  New  Business  (Information  and  Discussion).  There  was  no  new  business  discussed  at  this  time. 

10.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Ms.  Andrea  Hassiba,  San  Francisco  resident,  stated  that  she  has  been  a  member  and  involved  in 
organizations  such  as  SLUG,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest,  but  never  knew  the  Council  existed  until 
yesterday.  It  was  stated  that  Crocker  Amazon  has  one  of  the  last  urban  forests  left  in  San  Francisco 
outside  of  the  Presidio  and  Golden  Gate  Park.  It  was  reported  that  City  Fields  Foundation  is  taking 
down  the  majority  of  the  trees  in  Crocker  Amazon  (45  trees),  which  are  a  minimum  of  50  to  60  years 
old  to  expand  the  soccer  fields.  Ms.  Hassiba  indicated  that  she  had  contacted  the  Sierra  Club  and 
Fisher  Foundation  who  had  not  responded.  A  representative  from  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest 
responded  stating  that  he  had  not  seen  the  Environmental  Horticultural  Report  and  felt  that  the 
public  process  for  project  approval  moved  too  quickly.  It  was  stated  that  Mr.  Mar  from  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  expressed  regret,  but  indicated  that  the  project  would  take  care  of 
the  inability  to  maintain  the  trees  because  of  a  lack  of  City  funding. 

Chair  Milne  inquired  whether  there  was  a  discussion  at  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  on  this 
issue.  Ms.  Hassiba  stated  that  there  was  a  community  meeting  in  February,  but  was  told  there  was 
no  discussion  about  trees  being  cut  down.  Member  Sherk  suggested  that  alternative  methods  of 
construction  be  suggested  in  order  to  retain  the  trees,  but  Ms.  Hassiba  stated  that  she  had  tried 
method  but  was  told  it  was  not  cost  effective.  Member  Marks  suggested  inquiring  how  a  private 
group  has  the  ability  to  take  over  public  land.  Member  Short  suggested  contacting  Mr.  Mar  to 
formally  request  in  writing  a  public  hearing  and  copy  the  head  of  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department.  Chair  Milne  advised  that  it  is  possible  to  speak  at  Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
meetings  during  Public  Comment  on  items  that  are  not  on  the  agenda.  Committee  members 
discussed  whether  the  trees  in  the  park  are  near  a  public  right  of  way,  and  Member  Short  stated  that 
she  believed  they  were  not  and  not  part  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works'  jurisdiction.  Member 
Short  suggested  contacting  the  Department  of  the  Environment  who  may  have  input  through  the 
Precautionary  Principle  about  the  replacement  of  the  fields  with  petroleum  based  products. 
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Public  Comment:  Mr.  Beau  Beausdeil  stated  that  the  creation  of  the  fifth  soccer  field  is  pushing  the 
boundaries  of  the  soccer  field  out  by  ten  feet  and  that  in  turn  causes  them  to  have  a  retaining  wall, 
destroys  the  root  system,  and  that  is  why  the  trees  have  to  come  down.  Mr.  Beausdeil  noted  the 
neighborhood  appreciation  for  the  park  and  lack  of  recognition  by  City  Fields  about  this  fact  and  the 
possibility  of  preserving  the  trees.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  lack  of  support  by  City  offices  in  an 
effort  to  preserve  the  trees  and  wrong  information  relayed  during  the  course  of  City  meetings.  It  was 
recommended  that  the  Council  hold  their  meetings  at  a  Recreation  and  Park  building  at  a  time  when 
people  can  attend  meetings  in  order  to  generate  more  community  interest. 

11.  Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  Meeting  adjourned  at  12:00  p.m. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  the  Department  of  Environment,  1 1 
Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on  the 
Department  of  Environment's  webpage:  www.sfenvironment.com/ ;  or  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each 
agenda  item  above;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above  address  or  telephone  number 
415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 


Approved:  August  28,  2007 
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NOTICE  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  BYLAWS  OF 
THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 
TO  BE  ACTED  UPON  AT  THE  REGULAR  MEETING  OF  AUGUST  28,  2007,  5:30  P.M. 

CITY  HALL,  ROOM  416 

This  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  Article  XI  -  Amendment  of  Bylaws  of  the  Bylaws  of  the  San  Francisco 
Urban  Forestry  Council  requiring  circulation  of  proposed  amendments  in  writing  to  all  Council  Members 
and  noticed  to  the  public  at  least  ten  (10)  days  prior  to  such  meeting.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will 
discuss  and  vote  on  amending  the  meeting  schedule  for  the  full  Council  and  its  Committees.  In  addition, 
the  following  proposed  sections  will  be  voted  on  for  amendment  as  follows:  Article  VIII  -  Committees, 
if  <?c   Section  4:  Standing  Committees,  Section  5:  The  Planning  and  Policy  Committee,  Section  6:  The  Funding 
Committee,  and  Section  7:  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  are  proposed  for  amendment  as  follows: 

:5?/*  ;  Section  4:  Standing  Committees 

f  i  cx  ' 

The  Council  shall  have  two  three-standing  committees:  (1)  Planning  and  Policy  Funding;  {2-} 
Funding,  and  (3-  2)  Landmark  Tree.  Each  committee  shall  have  seven  live  members.  The  Planning  and 
Policy  Funding  Committee  shall  meet  on  the  third  Thursday  of  each  month  from  4  pm  to  5:30  pm,  except 
in  the  case  of  a  City-recognized  holiday,  when  the  meeting  shall  be  held  on  the  following  Wednesday  of 
that  month  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  ground  floor  conference  room  located  at  1 1  Grove 
Street  in  San  Francisco.  The  Funding  Committee  shall  meet  bi  monthly  on  the  Fourth  Tuesday  of 
January,  March,  May,  July,  September  and  November  at  12  pm,  except  in  the  case  of  a  City  recognized 
holiday,  when  the  meeting  shall  be  held  on  the  following  Tuesday  in  the  Department  of  the 
Environment's  ground  floor  conference  room  located  at  1 1  Grove  Street  in  San  Francisco.  The  Landmark 
Tree  Committee  shall  meet  monthly  on  the  2nd  Tuesday  at  4:00  p.m.,  in  City  Hall,  Room  421  in  San 
Francisco.  This  information  shall  be  posted  on  SF  Environment's  website. 

Section  5:  The  Planning  and  P-oMey  Funding  Committee 

The  Planning  and  Funding  Policy  Committee  shall  make  recommendations  to  the  Council  on  project 
plans  for  major  publicly  sponsored  developments  and  civic  improvements  and  changes  of  the  public  right 
of  way  as  they  impact  trees.  The  Committee  shall  £1)  examine  and  make  policy  recommendations  to  the 
Council  regarding  other  urban  forest  and  tree  issues;  £2J  It  will  make  recommendations  to  the  Council 
regarding  facilitating  an  assessment  (inventory)  of  the  current  condition  of  the  Urban  Forestr-and 
navigating  and  overseeing  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  Urban  Forestry  Plan  for  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco.  Moreover,  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  will  outline  and  draft  an  overall 
plan  for  the  health  and  well  being  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  within  one  year  of  the  committee's 
creation,  for  approval  and  adoption  by  the  full  Council.  (3)  The  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  will 
review  the  Urban  Forestry-Plan  on  an  annual  basis  thereafter  and  w4H  make  recommendations  for  any 
changes  to  the  full  Council  for  adoption-,  (4)  The  Funding  Committee  shall  make  recommendations  to 
the  Council  on  funding  opportunities  and  staffing  needs,  on  opportunities  for  urban  forest  programs  and 
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on  securing  and  encouraging  commitment  of  adequate  resources  for  tree  programsT  fc  £5}  The  committee 
will  also  review  urban  forestry  program  budget  priorities  and  make  recommendations  about  Urban 
Forestry  funding  requirements  to  the  full  Council;  investigate  and  pursue  funding  options  for  various 
urban  forestry  activities,  and  determine  whether  there  are  opportunities  to  improve  efficiency  and 
eliminate  possible  redundancies  among  managing  agencies  through  citywide  coordination  of  tree 
operations.  Moreover,  the  Funding  Committee  will  develop  a  citywide  budget  for  the  health  and  well 
being  of  San  Francisco's  Urban  Forest  within  six  months  of  the  committee's  creation,  for  approval  and 
adoption  by  the  Full  Council.  The  Funding  Committee  (6)  will  review  the  Urban  Forest  Budget  on  an 
annual  basis  thereafter,  and  will  make  recommendations  for  any  changes  to  the  full  Council  for  adoption. 

Section  6:  The  Funding  Committee 

Section  6  7:  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  shall  make  preliminary  recommendations  to  the  Council  on 
nominated  trees  proposed  for  landmark  status.  The  Committee  shall  conduct  individual  site  visits, 
complete  evaluation  forms  to  review  at  regular  monthly  meetings  as  nominations  are  received,  and  vote 
on  landmark  tree  nominations  to  present  to  the  full  Council  for  their  consideration  and  adoption.  It  will 
prepare  a  written  summary  of  the  evaluation  forms  and  include  individual  evaluation  forms  to  present  to 
the  full  Council  for  review.  The  Chair  of  the  Committee  shall  verbally  report  on  the  written  summary  at 
Council  meetings. 


This  is  to  certify  that  the  above  notice  was  issued  and  posted  on  August  13,  2007 
Monica  Fish,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Secretary 
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GAVIN  NEWSOM,  MAYOR 
JARED  BLUMENFELD,  DIRECTOR 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


Regular  Meeting  Notice  and  Agenda 

Tuesday,  August  28,  2007  at  5:30  p.m. 
City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Carolyn  Blair 

Mike  Boss 
Jocelyn  Cohen 
Steve  Griswold 


Terry  Milne 

Chair 


- 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
AUG  2  3  2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Milton  Marks 
Lena  Miller 
Kelly  Quirke 
Bonnie  Ora  Sherk 


David  Habert 

SF  Redevelopment  Agency 

Susan  Nervo 

SF  Recreation  &  Park  Department 

Mark  Sustarich 

SF  Public  Utilities  Commission 

Monica  Fish 

Urban  Forestiy  Council  Secretary 


AnMarie  Rodgers 

SF  Planning  Department 

Carla  Short 

SF  Department  of  Public  Works 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393    E-mail:  SFUrbanForestCouncil@sfgov.org 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 

Order  of  Business 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  July  27,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting  (Explanatory 
Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  July  27,  2007  Regular  Meeting 

http://sfeov.org/sits/sfenvironment  paee.asp?id=65674).  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Rodent  and  Vegetation  Control.  Ms.  Helen  Zverina,  Department  of  Public  Health  will  explain  the 
Department  of  Public  Health  policy  for  managing  vegetation  when  rodent  control  is  needed.  Council 
members  may  ask  questions  and  discuss  management  options  (Informational  Presentation  and 
Discussion). 

Sponsor:  Member  Mike  Boss 
Presenter:  Ms.  Helen  Zverina,  Department  of  Public  Health 

4.  Hearing  on  Nomination  for  Landmark  Tree  Status.  The  Council  will  hold  a  hearing  to  determine 
whether  the  Coast  Live  Oak  Tree  located  at  4124  -  23rd  Street  meets  the  criteria  for  designation  as 
a  landmark  tree  (Explanatory  Documents:  Nomination  form  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviro 

Landmark  Tree  Committee  Evaluation  Forms  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfdes/sfenvironment/meetings/ufc/supporting/2007/EvaluationFonTis.pdf.  Written  Summary  of 
Findings  (Word)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/ufc/supporting/2007/QueAgr4124- 
23rdStWrittenSummary.doc,  Pictures  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/ufc/supporting/2007/4 12423rdStPictures.pdf  ,  Supporting  Letters 

and  Petition  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/sit6/uploadedfiles/sfenviiomTient/,meetuigs/ufc/supporting/2007/412423rdStSupportmgDo  (Discussion 

and  Action). 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  hearing,  the  Council  will  vote  on  whether  to  approve  or  reject  the 
nomination  and  shall  adopt  written  findings  to  support  its  decision.  The  Council  will  forward 
approved  nominations  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  further  consideration. 

Presenter:  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Chair  Mike  Boss 

5.  Urban  Forestry  Council  Bylaws  Amendment— Council  members  will  discuss  and  vote  on  a 
possible  Bylaws  change  Resolution  to  combine  the  functions  of  the  Planning  and  Policy  and  Funding 
Committees  and  vote  on  additional  recommendations  for  changes  to  the  Council' s/Committees' 
meeting  schedule  and  structure.  (Explanatory  document:  Draft  Resolution  for  proposed  Bylaws 

change  (Word)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/ufc/supporting/2007/File2007-09- 

UFCAmendBviaws.doc  and  Notice  of  Proposed  Bylaws  Amendment  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviromnent/meetings/ufc/supporting/2007/BvlawsChangeNQtice.PDF)  (Discussion  and 

Action) 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 

6.  Political  Activity  by  City  Officers  and  Employees  Memorandum  and  the  November 
2007  Ballot  Measure:  "Parking  for  Neighborhoods  Initiative."  The  Council  will  discuss 
legal  requirements  for  political  activity  by  City  Officers  and  Employees  as  it  relates  to  opposing  or 
supporting  ballot  initiatives.  (Explanatory  Document:  "Political  Activity  by  City  Officers  and 
Employees"  Memorandum  (PDF)  http://vvww.sfqov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/citvattomev/opinions/2006-NOV-POLI.PDF) 
(Discussion) 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 
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7.  Process  for  Monthly  Reports/Updates  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Council  will  discuss 
ideas- for  providing  updates  and  monthly  reports  on  their  activities  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
(Discussion). 

Sponsors  &  Presenters:  Member  Carla  Short  and  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

8.  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  Amendments.  The  Council  will  hear  an  Informational  Report  on  future 
proposed  amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  (Explanatory  Document:  Landmark  Tree 
Ordinance  (PDF)  http://www.sfgov.org/site/upioadedfiies/,bdsupvK/ordinances06/o00i7-06.pdf)  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 

9.  Selection  and  Interview  Process  for  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Environmental  Assistant 
Position. 

Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 

10.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Funding  Committee,  Chair, 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  September  4,  2007  at  12:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  September  20,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  September  11,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

11.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and  Discussion). 

12.  New  Business  (Information  and  Discussion). 

13.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

14.  Adjournment 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Council  is  limited  to: 

L         Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place. 
San  Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is 
the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location 
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are:  #42  Downtown  Loop,  and  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations 
at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the 
agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation. 
Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415) 
554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554- 
7854;  E-mail:  sotf(a),sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be 
required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to 
register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics 
Commission  at:  30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  581-2300,  fax  (415) 
581-2317;  web  site  at  www. sfgov. org/ethics. 

Other  Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above,  or  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above  address  or  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer 
recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the 
public. 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


y 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 

JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


MEETING  DATE    August  28,  2007 


ITEM  NO.  4 


URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


AGENDA  PACKET  CONTENTS  LIST* 


^  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Written  Summary 


X]  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Evaluation  Forms 


Property  Owner  Nomination  Form 


^  Pictures 
1X1  Supporting  Letters  and  Petition 


□ 
□ 


□ 
□ 


□ 
□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


*This  list  reflects  the  explanatory  documents  provided. 
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Report  of  Findings  for  the  Coast  Live  Oak  at  4124  23rd  Street 


The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  met  on  August  1 4,  2007 
and  considered  the  nomination  for  Landmark  Status  of  the  Coast  Live  Oak  (Quercus 
agrifolia)  at  2124  23rd  Street.. 

The  committee  voted  to  recommend  landmark  status.  The  vote  was  3-0.  There  was 
public  testimony  by  the  property  owner,  Bob  Call.  The  tree  was  seen  by  2  of  the 
committee  members  who  both  filled  out  evaluation  forms. 

The  committee,  voting  for  recommendation  for  landmark  status,  found  that  the  tree  met 
standards  that  would  merit  Landmark  Tree  Status.  These  standards  included: 


•  The  tree  is  uncommon  in  San  Francisco 

•  The  tree  was  notably  large  for  a  tree  of  the  species  in  SF,  and  had  a  majestic 
canopy 

•  As  a  tree  species  native  to  San  Francisco,  the  tree  had  natural  historical  value 

•  The  tree  was  visible  from  several  viewpoints,  near  (e.g.  the  nearest  corner  at  23r 
Street  and  Castro)  and  far  (from  Twin  Peaks) 

•  As  a  tree  species  native  to  San  Francisco,  it  is  important  for  wildlife  habitat 

•  The  tree  had  character-defining  form,  and  was  a  fine  example  of  the  species 

•  The  tree  was  in  good  condition 

There  were  additional  claims  of  criteria  being  met  (e.g.  neighborhood  appreciation,  age 
estimation)  that  would  add  merit  to  landmark  status  neighborhood  appreciation,  but  the 
committee  was  not  presented  with  any  documentation.  It  is  possible  that  additional 
documentation,  and  additional  testimony,  may  be  presented  at  a  future  hearing. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
Mike  Boss 

Chair,  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 
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Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form 

Evaluated  by:  -Sujikr  1  Jk  

Scientific  name:  Qut.rcU5 


Common  name:  C*oa&  Lix/e. 


Street  address: 

Cross  streets:       Q(XS"tro^  S*V.  


Block:    Lot(s):  

GPS  units  (optional):  

^  Private       □  Public        Agency  name    ^ploejirV  C-o«A\ 


Property  owner  consent  to  evaluate  ^  YesD 
DBH  (in):  *Z  ?>X 


No 


Height  (ft):  Kq-*K^ 
Average  canopy  spread  (ft):  *\Q' 


Trunk  diameter  at  ground  level  (in) 
Number  of  trees   L 


Tree  Condition  (adapted  from  GTLA  Guide  to  Plant  Appraisal) 

□  No  apparent  problems        Minor  problems       □  Major  problems       D  Extreme  problems 

Root  issues 

S.D  Root  anchorage  ,  i  i       1  I  -  \ 

k]  Collar/flare  soundness  SovU*vt\  W^W 

□  Mechanical  injury 
D  Girdling/kinked  roots 

□  Compaction/waterlogged  roots 

□  Mushrooms  (may  have  to  ask  owner) 
Trunk  issues 

v]  Sound  bark  and  wood 

□  Cavities 

□  Mechanical  or  fire  injury 

□  Cracks 

□  Swollen  or  sunken  areas 

□  Conks 
Scaffold  branches 

\Q  Strong  attachments 

H  Smaller  diameter  than  trunk  where^attached  , 

□  Vertical  branch  distribution -o*\e,s 

□  Free  of  included  bark  h/a  •  <$<u>ky^  ov\  o-ne— of^cA^ 
\   □  Free  of  decay  and  cavities  ^  Acc^y^X  5-\:uW 

\0  Well  pruned  J 

□  Well-proportioned/proper  taper 

□  Wound  closure  -  slvVV  i<\ process. 
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Deadwood  or  fire  injury 
Small  branches  and  twigs 
XT]  Vigor  of  current  shoots  (compare  previous  growth)  , 

□  Well  distributed  throughout  canopy  Sq^«^  Wc  <ktc*^  -  mnJ'f^L  r-ece^cV  \  y  t^li^       ]  , 

□  Appearance  of  buds  (color,  shape,  size  for  species)  v  '  /  wca-*' 
Small  Branches  and  Twigs  (continued) 

^0  Presence  of  weak  or  dead  twigs  Sowv^  d^Avj^J, 
•Epliage  and/or  Buds 

\0  Coloration  of  foliage  SonA^vJtavJ 

□  Nutrient  status  ^ 

□  Herbicide,  chemical  or  pollution  injury 

□  Wilted  or  dead  leaves 

□  Dry  buds 

□  Presence  of  insects  or  disease  (any  part  of  tree) 
Comments  on  health  or  structure:  Corv^rv^voK  -  %^>\  cS°^yQ-^  ci\gttvcyg —  


Species  _  w 

SRare  ^  S^Yr**cASC« 

Size  or  Age  _^ 
IS1  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age  tooy««.r 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

□  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association 
O  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 

□  Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree 

□  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

□  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media 

Key  Location 

□  High  traffic  area 

□  Low  tree  density  area 

^  Extends  between  several  properties 

□  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way 

Ecology 

□  Important  wildlife  habitat  ^a-vcrss 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 

□  Erosion  control 

□  Wind  or  sound  barrier 

Visual  characteristic 

&\  Prominent  landscape  feature 
Q  Character  defining  form 

Additional  comments 


URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 

CRITERIA  FOR  LANDMARK  TREE  EVALUATION 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  UFC  has  developed  these  criteria 
for  evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco.  When  evaluating  or  considering  potential 
landmark  trees,  please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within  its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC 
land  may  not  have  the  same  community  importance  that  a  street  or  park  tree  would.  Use  comment  sections, 
as  appropriate,  to  explain  or  support  evaluation.  Attach  sheets  if  more  space  is  needed. 

Evaluator's  name:   M v  ^   

Date  of  evaluation"  thfQ7 

Scientific  name:    Q^<-C C  J<>     Aflrjhli^    Common  name:  C^-  A       ^  Q±jC 

Street  address:    Hj2M  'Qr*-   

Cross  streets:  C^«cV^  


Rare:   Yes   No  _^_Other:  ^X^w-vn^c^-x 

Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 

Comment:  


Size:  Large   Not  large 

Notable  size  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 

Comment:  SlN5'  C ^(>^-W^    <9  £h  •>  ft'O* 


^3 

Age:  Significantly  advanced   Not  significantly  advanced 

 Juvenile   Mature   Overmature   Senescent 

Approximate  age 

Comment: 


Historical  Association:  _  Yes         yr    None  apparent 

Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  _ 


y 

Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes  None  apparent 


Important  wildlife  habitat:       ^  Yes   No 

Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential) 
Describe.  Be  as  specific  as  possible. 


Interdependent  group  of  trees:   Yes  ^/_No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 


Describe: 


Erosion  control:   Yes   No 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion 

Descnbe:  1   


Wind  or  sound  barrier:   Yes   No 

Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise 

Describe: 


Prominent  landscape  feature:   Yes   No 

A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature 


Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible: 


Character-defining  form:         y    Yes   No 

Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Describe:  ' 


Tree  condition:  Good  Poor  Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 

Describe: 


\2 


Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation:        AMA_  ^fO^^T  • 


Neighborhood  appreciation:   Yes   None  apparent 

Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent 
or  related  to  tree,  etc.  .  , 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation.  Attach  documentation:     (J^  Uy-d~kv     ce\     "\V-0     \\ry\^  . 


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:   Yes   No 

Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Describe  contribution:  - 


Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   Yes  k^None  apparent 

Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  video  media  coverage. 

Describe  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate.  Be  specific. 

High  traffic  area:   Yes  *^No 

High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 

Describe: 


Low  tree  density:   Yes  ^^No 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Describe: 


Extends  between  multiple  properties: 


High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 
Describe:  


Accessible  from  public  right-of-way.   Yes 


High  visibility. 
Describe: 


SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form 


Disclaimer:  Any  information  you  include  on  this  form  will  be  part  of  the  public  record.  Anyone 
may  request  to  see  the  information  you  submit  for  a  landmark  tree  nomination.  For  more  legal 
information,  see  the  last  page  of  this  form. 


Who  can  nominate  a  landmark  tree? 

■  An  authorized  nominator  is  a  Supervisor,  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency,  Planning 
Commissioner,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member,  or  property  owner. 

■  The  Board  of  Supervisors,  Planning  Commission,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
and  the  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree. 

■  The  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree  on  property  under  their 
jurisdiction.  City  departments  and  agencies  should  conduct  an  internal  approval  process 
before  nominating  a  tree. 

■  A  property  owner  may  nominate  a  tree  on  his  or  her  property. 

■  A  member  of  the  public  may  ask  an  authorized  nominator  to  nominate  a  tree. 

I  am  one  of  the  following  authorized  nominators 
IE1       Property  owner 
D       Board  of  Supervisor  member 

□  Head  of  a  city  department  or  agency 

□  Planning  Commission  member 

D       Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member 

Please  note  that  a  permit  will  be  required  for  any  future  removal  of  a  landmark  tree. 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  requests 
the  following  information. 

Property  owner:  Authorized  nominator  (Supervisor,  Planning 

Commission,  Landmarks  Advisory  Board, 
Head  of  City  Department/Agency): 

Robert  and  Susan  Call 


Name  Name 
4124  23rd  Street     


Address  Address 
San  Francisco,  CA  94114    


Address  Address 
415.823.8666   


Phone  (day)  Phone  (day) 

415.433.5015 


Fax  #  Fax  # 
robertcall@mindspring.com    


Email  Email 


to 


r  or  an  authorized  nominator  and  I  support  this  nomination. 
Signature 


Date 

I  am  trie-pVoperty  owner  and  I  grant  permission  for  city  staff  to  evaluate  the  nominated  tree  on 
the  property  with  advance  notice. 

.  Signature 
■£J2&1  Date 


TREE  DESCRIPTION 

Tree  name  (species  and  common  name):  Quercus  agrifolia.  coast  live  oak 

Number  of  trees:  One  

Street  address:  4124  23rd  Street 

Location  of  Tree:  □  Front  yard    (3  Rear  yard     □  Side  yard     □  Corner-side  yard 

□  Public  right-of-way    □  Public  lands  D  Not  sure 

□  Other:  


GPS  units  (OPTIONAL): 


Height  35-40  feet 

Average  canopy  width1    50  feet 
Circumference  at  chest  level2       95  inches 
Circumference  at  ground  level3   110  inches 

1  Distance  from  one  edge  to  opposite  edge  of  tree  canopy 

2  Distance  around  trunk  at  4.5  ft  off  the  ground,  http://www.isa-arbor.eom/publicatlons/t:ree-ord/heritage.aspx 

3  Distance  around  trunk  on  the  ground  where  the  trunk  meets  the  soil. 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  use  the  following  criteria  to  evaluate  each  potential  landmark  tree. 
Please  check  the  applicable  criteria  boxes  and  provide  additional  information  about  each  component.  If 
you  need  more  space  to  describe  the  tree,  please  attach  additional  sheets. 

Species 
IE!  Rare 

Size  or  Age 

£3  Greater  than  typical  mature  size  or  age 

n  a.    WLJ.  .  .  IW1  ■•.t»no*o-  :•  * 9*-W 

Cultural/Historical  Value 

□  Significant  historical  or  cultural  association  with  person,  place,  event 

□  Significant  ethnic  appreciation 
Neighborhood  appreciation  of  tree 

Q  Part  of  planting  that  defines  neighborhood  character 

□  Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media 

Key  Location 

□  High  traffic  area 

£E3  Low  tree  density  area 

Kl  Extends  between  several  properties 

□  Visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way 


I  TnHatwl  r>n  limp  1Q  7flfl7 
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Ecology 

IE1  Important  wildlife  habitat 

□  Part  of  interdependent  group  of  trees 
Erosion  control 

Wind  or  sound  barrier 

Visual  characteristic 

£3  Prominent  landscape  feature 
[El  Character  defining  form 

Tree  Condition   

K!  No  apparent  problems    □  Minor  problems       □  Major  problems       □  Extreme  problems 

Tree  Condition 

□  Root  issues 

□  Mushrooms  (trunk  or  base  of  tree) 

□  Trunk  wounds  or  cracks 

□  Trunk  cavities 

□  Broken  or  dead  branches 

D  Crowded  or  crossing  branches 

□  Pest  or  disease  problem 

□  Previous  construction  that  may  have  damaged  tree 

Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  historical  importance  due  to  an  association  with  a  building,  structure,  site, 
street,  person  or  event. 


Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  cultural,  social  and/or  historical  importance. 

The  free  has  the  physical  characteristics  for  landmark  status,  and  is  an  outstanding  specimen  of  one  of 
California's  iconic  trees.  It  is  unusual  to  find  such  a  magnificent  tree  in  an  urban  back  yard. 

Describe  how/why  the  tree  is  a  defining  or  meaningful  feature  of  a  neighborhood. 

Although  it  is  not  visible  from  the  street,  the  tree  is  a  notable  feature  in  the  views  of  many  neighbors 
both  on  23d  and  on  Alvarado  Streets. 

Describe  how/why  the  tree  has  ecological  value  like  wildlife  habitat  and  erosion  control. 

The  tree  is  in  good  health  and  serves  as  a  home  for  birds,  while  preventing  erosion  on  a  fairly  steep  hill. 

Describe  any  tree  health  or  structure  issues. 

Several  experts  have  told  us  the  tree  is  healthy  and  viable.. 


4 


If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  form,  tree  terms  or  tree  concepts,  please  contact  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  staff  (below).  It  is  acceptable  if  you  cannot  provide  some  of  the 
information  requested  on  this  form. 

A  photograph  of  the  tree  must  be  submitted  with  this  form. 

Please  attach  optional  supporting  documents  such  as  letters,  arborist  report,  etc. 

Send  to:  Attn:  Landmark  Tree  Nomination,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
OR  environment@sfgov.org 

Any  information  you  submit  will  be  part  of  the  public  record. 

The  Public  Records  Act  defines  a  "public  record"  broadly  to  include  "any  writing  containing  information 
relating  to  the  conduct  of  the  public's  business  prepared,  owned,  used  or  retained  by  any  state  or  local 
agency,  regardless  of  the  physical  form  or  characteristics."  Govt.  Code  §  6252(e).  The  Sunshine 
Ordinance  defines  "public  information"  as  the  content  of  "public  records"  as  defined  in  the  Public  Records 
Act.  Admin  Code  §  67.20(b).  Pursuant  to  the  Public  Records  Act  and  Sunshine  Ordinance,  this 
document  is  a  public  record  and  will  be  available  to  the  public  upon  request,  at  the  hearing  site,  at  the 
San  Francisco  Main  Library,  and  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  website.  Admin  Code  §§  8.16,  67.7  (b), 
and  67.21(a). 


FOR  STAFF  USE  ONLY 

Application  received  date 

Received  by 

Tree  evaluation  form 

UFC  recommendation  date 

Board  of  Supervisors  Decision 

Landmark  Tree  # 

Title  recorded  date 

IlnHatorl  on  hint*  1Q  Tftft7 
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August,  2007 


Dear  Council  Members, 

We  are  sorry  that  business  travel  prevents  us  from  attending  your  meeting  to  present  our 
tree  for  landmark  status.  As  the  nomination  form  states,  the  tree  has  the  characteristics  of 
a  landmark  tree.  The  tree  has  been  visited  and  examined  by  arborists  Tony  Wolcott, 
Dennis  Yniguez,  Richard  Trout,  Ted  Kipping,  and  Roy  Leggitt,  all  of  whom  have 
described  it  as  a  healthy  tree  with  many  years  of  life  ahead.  After  Bevan  Dufty  initially 
nominated  the  tree  last  fall,  a  meeting  was  held  in  which  Boe  Hayward,  Grace  Ma,  Carla 
Short,  AnMarie  Rodgers,  Keith  Mather,  Joseph  Duffy,  and  Paul  Sacamano  visited  and 
examined  the  tree  and  agreed  that  it  was  important  that  this  tree  be  protected. 
There  is  also  significant  support  in  the  neighborhood,  as  the  attached  signatures  show 
(with  more  time,  more  signatures  could  be  collected  if  needed.)  We  have  heard  no 
opposition  to  the  landmarking. 

Please  nominate  our  tree  for  landmark  status. 

Best  regards,  ^ 


Robert  and  Susan  Call 
4124  23rd  Street 


3  i 


October  11,2006 


To  the  planning  commission: 

I  would  like  to  nominate  for  landmark  status  the  Coast  Live  Oak  tree  located  in  my 
neighbor's  back  yard  at  4124  23rd  Street. 

The  tree  has  the  physical  characteristics  for  landmark  status.  It  is  approximately  100 
years  old,  and  40  feet  high.  Its  canopy  stretches  over  50  feet,  and  the  diameter  of  the 
trunk  at  breast  height  is  30  inches.  Although  it  is  not  visible  from  the  street,  it  is  a  notable 
feature  in  the  views  of  many  neighbors  both  on  23rd  and  on  Alvarado  Streets. 
The  tree  is  in  good  health  and  serves  as  a  home  for  birds,  while  preventing  erosion  on  a 
fairly  steep  bill. 

Most  importantly,  it  is  an  outstanding  specimen  of  one  of  California's  iconic  trees. 

A  Coast  Live  Oak  can  reach  ages  up  to  250  years,  and  is  tough  and  resilient  in  its  natural 
circumstances,  but  can  fall  victim  to  city  living,  and  therefore  is  especially  needful  of 
protection. 

The  property  owners,  who  have  also  signed  below,  agree  that  I  may  place  their  tree  in 
nomination.  Please  grant  this  beautiful  tree  Landmark  status. 


Sincerely, 


Alison  Brown 

4128  23Td  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 14 


Robert  and  Susan  Call 

4124  23rd  Street 

San  Francisco,  Ca  941 14 
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SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 

JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


MEETING  DATE    August  28,  2007 


ITEM  NO.  5 


URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


AGENDA  PACKET  CONTENTS  LIST* 


X]  Notice  of  Proposed  Bylaws  Amendment 


^  Draft  Resolution  Amending  Bylaws 

□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 
□ 


□ 
□ 


□ 
□ 


□ 
□ 


□ 


*This  list  reflects  the  explanatory  documents  provided. 


3c 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
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SF  Environment 


Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 


Mayor 


JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 


NOTICE  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  BYLAWS  OF 
THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 
TO  BE  ACTED  UPON  AT  THE  REGULAR  MEETING  OF  AUGUST  28,  2007,  5:30  P.M. 

CITY  HALL,  ROOM  416 

This  notice  is  issued  pursuant  to  Article  XI  -  Amendment  of  Bylaws  of  the  Bylaws  of  the  San  Francisco 
Urban  Forestry  Council  requiring  circulation  of  proposed  amendments  in  writing  to  all  Council  Members 
and  noticed  to  the  public  at  least  ten  (10)  days  prior  to  such  meeting.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will 
discuss  and  vote  on  amending  the  meeting  schedule  for  the  full  Council  and  its  Committees.  In  addition, 
the  following  proposed  sections  will  be  voted  on  for  amendment  as  follows:  Article  VIII  -  Committees, 
Section  4:  Standing  Committees,  Section  5:  The  Planning  and  Policy  Committee,  Section  6:  The  Funding 
Committee,  and  Section  7:  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  are  proposed  for  amendment  as  follows: 

Section  4:  Standing  Committees 

The  Council  shall  have  two  thfee-standing  committees:  (1)  Planning  and  Policy  Funding;  (3) 
Funding,  and  (3  2)  Landmark  Tree.  Each  committee  shall  have  seven  #ve  members.  The  Planning  and 
Policy  Funding  Committee  shall  meet  on  the  third  Thursday  of  each  month  from  4  pm  to  5:30  pm,  except 
in  the  case  of  a  City-recognized  holiday,  when  the  meeting  shall  be  held  on  the  following  Wednesday  of 
that  month  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  ground  floor  conference  room  located  at  1 1  Grove 
Street  in  San  Francisco.  The  Funding  Committee  shall  meet  bi  monthly  on  the  Fourth  Tuesday  of 
January,  March,  May,  July,  September  and  November  at  12  pm,  except  in  the  case  of  a  City  recognized 
holiday,  when  the  meeting  shall  be  held  on  the  following  Tuesday  in  the  Department  of  the 
Environment's  ground  floor  conference  room  located  at  1 1  Grove  Street  in  San  Francisco.  The  Landmark 
Tree  Committee  shall  meet  monthly  on  the  2nd  Tuesday  at  4:00  p.m.,  in  City  Hall,  Room  421  in  San 
Francisco.  This  information  shall  be  posted  on  SF  Environment's  website. 

Section  5:  The  Planning  and  P-etiev  Funding  Committee 

The  Planning  and  Funding  P-eliev  Committee  shall  make  recommendations  to  the  Council  on  project 
plans  for  major  publicly  sponsored  developments  and  civic  improvements  and  changes  of  the  public  right 
of  way  as  they  impact  trees.  The  Committee  shall  £LJ  examine  and  make  policy  recommendations  to  the 
Council  regarding  other  urban  forest  and  tree  issues;  £2J  It  will  make  recommendations  to  the  Council 
regarding  facilitating  an  assessment  (inventory)  of  the  current  condition  of  the  Urban  Forest-rand 
navigating  and  overseeing  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  Urban  Forestry  Plan  for  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco.  Moreover,  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  will  outline  and  draft  an  overall 
plan  for  the  health  and  well  being  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  within  one  year  of  the  committee's 
creation,  for  approval  and  adoption  by  the  full  Council.  (3)  The  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  will 
review  the  Urban  Forestfy-Plan  on  an  annual  basis  thereafter  and  will  make  recommendations  for  any 
changes  to  the  full  Council  for  adoption-,  (4)  The  Funding  Committee  shall  make  recommendations  to 
the  Council  on  funding  opportunities  and  staffing  needs,  on  opportunities  for  urban  forest  programs  and 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393    E-mail:  SFUrbanForestCouncil@sfgov.org 


on  securing  and  encouraging  commitment  of  adequate  resources  for  tree  programsT  fe  £5}  The  committee 
will  also  review  urban  forestry  program  budget  priorities  and  make  recommendations  about  Urban 
Forestry  funding  requirements  to  the  full  Council;  investigate  and  pursue  funding  options  for  various 
urban  forestry  activities,  and  determine  whether  there  are  opportunities  to  improve  efficiency  and 
eliminate  possible  redundancies  among  managing  agencies  through  citywide  coordination  of  tree 
operations.  Moreover,  the  Funding  Committee  will  develop  a  citywide  budget  for  the  health  and  well 
being  of  San  Francisco's  Urban  Forest  within  six  months  of  the  committee's  creation,  for  approval  and 
adoption  by  the  Full  Council.  The  Funding  Committee  (6)  will  review  the  Urban  Forest  Budget  on  an 
annual  basis  thereafter,  and  will  make  recommendations  for  any  changes  to  the  full  Council  for  adoption. 


Section  6:  The  Funding  Committee 

Section  6  3:  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  shall  make  preliminary  recommendations  to  the  Council  on 
nominated  trees  proposed  for  landmark  status.  The  Committee  shall  conduct  individual  site  visits, 
complete  evaluation  forms  to  review  at  regular  monthly  meetings  as  nominations  are  received,  and  vote 
on  landmark  tree  nominations  to  present  to  the  full  Council  for  their  consideration  and  adoption.  It  will 
prepare  a  written  summary  of  the  evaluation  forms  and  include  individual  evaluation  forms  to  present  to 
the  full  Council  for  review.  The  Chair  of  the  Committee  shall  verbally  report  on  the  written  summary  at 
Council  meetings. 


This  is  to  certify  that  the  above  notice  was  issued  and  posted  on  August  13,  2007 
Monica  Fish,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Secretary 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393    E-mail:  SFUrbanForestCouncil@sfgov.org 


FILE  NO.  R-2007-9-UFC  RESOLUTION  NO. 

August  28,  2007 

1  [Amendment  of  Urban  Forestry  Council  Bylaws.] 
2 

3  Resolution  amending  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Bylaws  to  amend  its  meeting 

4  schedule  and  Committee  structure. 

5  WHEREAS,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  at  its  August  28,  2007  meeting  considered 

6  and  approved  combining  the  functions  of  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committees  into  one 

7  Committee  that  will  be  called  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee;  and 

8  WHEREAS,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  voted  to  approve  revision  of  its  Bylaws  to 

9  reflect  the  consolidation  of  functions  of  the  two  Committees  into  one  Committee;  now, 

10  therefore,  be  it 

1 1  RESOLVED,  the  Bylaws  Article  VIII  -  Committees,  Section  4:  Standing  Committees, 

12  Section  5:  The  Planning  and  Policy  Committee,  Section  6:  The  Funding  Committee,  and 

13  Section  7:  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
14 

15  Section  4:  Standing  Committees 

1 6  The  Council  shall  have  two  throo  standing  committees:  (1 )  Planning  and  Policy 

1 7  Funding:  (2)  Funding,  and  (3-2)  Landmark  Tree.  Each  committee  shall  have  seven  ftve 

18  members.  The  Planning  and  Poltev-Fundina  Committee  shall  meet  on  the  third  Thursday  of 

19  each  month  from  4  pm  to  5:30  pm,  except  in  the  case  of  a  City-recognized  holiday,  when  the 

20  meeting  shall  be  held  on  the  following  Wednesday  of  that  month  in  the  Department  of  the 

21  Environment's  ground  floor  conference  room  located  at  11  Grove  Street  in  San  Francisco. 

22  Tho  Funding  Committoo  shall  meet  bi  monthly  on  tho  Fourth  Tuesday  of  January,  March, 

23  May,  July,  Soptombor  and  November  at  12  pm,  except  in  tho  caso  of  a  City  rocognizod 

24  holiday,  whon  tho  mooting  shall  bo  hold  on  tho  following  Tuesday  in  tho  Department  of  tho 

25  Environment's  ground  floor  conforonco  room  located  at  11  Grovo  Stroot  in  San  Francisco. 


Urban  Forestry  Council 


Page  1 


1  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  shall  meet  monthly  on  the  2nd  Tuesday  at  4:00  p.m.,  in  City 

2  Hall,  Room  421  in  San  Francisco.  This  information  shall  be  posted  on  SF  Environment's 

3  website. 
4 

5  Section  5:  The  Planning  and  Policy  Funding  Committee 

6  The  Planning  and  Funding  Policy  Committee  shall  make  recommendations  to  the 

7  Council  on  project  plans  for  major  publicly  sponsored  developments  and  civic  improvements 

8  and  changes  of  the  public  right  of  way  as  they  impact  trees.  The  Committee  shall  £JJ  examine 

9  and  make  policy  recommendations  to  the  Council  regarding  other  urban  forest  and  tree 

1 0  issues;  £2]  It  will  make  recommendations  to  the  Council  regarding  facilitating  an  assessment 

1 1  (inventory)  of  the  current  condition  of  the  Urban  Forest,  and  navigating  and  ovorsooing  the 

12  development  of  a  comprehensive  Urban  Forestry  Plan  for  tho  City  and  County  of  San 

13  Francisco.  Moreover,  tho  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  will  outline  and  draft  an  overall  plan 

14  for  the  health  and  woll  boing  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  within  one  year  of  the 

15  committee's  creation,  for  approval  and  adoption  bv  tho  full  Council.  (3)  The  Planning  and 

1 6  Policy  Committee  will  review  the  Urban  Forestfy  Plan  on  an  annual  basis  thereafter  and  will 

1 7  make  recommendations  for  any  changes  to  the  full  Council  for  adoption-  £4)  Tho  Funding 

18  Committoo  shall  make  recommendations  to  the  Council  on  funding  opportunities  and  staffing 

19  needs,  on  opportunities  for  urban  forest  programs  and  on  securing  and  encouraging 

20  commitment  of  adequate  resources  for  tree  programs-^  (5)  Tho  committoo  will  also  review 

21  urban  forestry  program  budget  priorities  and  make  recommendations  about  Urban  Forestry 

22  funding  requirements  to  the  full  Council;  investigate  and  pursue  funding  options  for  various 

23  urban  forestfy-activities,  and  detormino  whether  thoro  aro  opportunities  to  improve  efficiency 

24  and  eliminate  possible  redundancies  among  managing  agencies  through  citywido 

25  coordination  of  troo  operations.  Moroovor,  the  Funding  Committoo  will  develop  a  citywide 
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1  budget  for  tho  health  and  well  boing  of  San  Francisco's  Urban  Forest  within  six  months  of  the 

2  committeo's  creation,  for  approval  and  adoption  by  the  Full  Council.  The  Funding  Committee 

3  (Q±  will  review  the  Urban  Forest  Council's  Budget  on  an  annual  basis  thereafter,  and  will  make 

4  recommendations  for  any  changes  to  the  full  Council  for  adoption. 
5 

* 

6  Section  6:  The  Funding  Committee 

7 

8  Section  6 1:  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

9 

10  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  shall  make  preliminary  recommendations  to  the 

1 1  Council  on  nominated  trees  proposed  for  landmark  status.  The  Committee  shall  conduct 

12  individual  site  visits,  complete  evaluation  forms  to  review  at  regular  monthly  meetings  as 

13  nominations  are  received,  and  vote  on  landmark  tree  nominations  to  present  to  the  full 

14  Council  for  their  consideration  and  adoption.  It  will  prepare  a  written  summary  of  the 

1 5  evaluation  forms  and  include  individual  evaluation  forms  to  present  to  the  full  Council  for 

16  review.  The  Chair  of  the  Committee  shall  verbally  report  on  the  written  summary  at  Council 

17  meetings. 
18 

19  I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forest  Council's  Regular 

20  Meeting  on  August  28,  2007. 
21 

oo  —  

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

23 

VOTE: 

24  Ayes: 
Noes: 

25  Absent: 

HI 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Office  of  the  City  Attorney 


Dennis  J.  Herrera 
City  Attorney 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


ALL  ELECTED  OFFICIALS 
ALL  BOARD  AND  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 
ALL  DEPARTMENT  HEABSv 


FROM: 


DATE: 


RE: 


As  the  November  general  election  approaches,  the  City  Attorney's  Office  would  like  to 
take  the  opportunity  again  to  remind  City  officers  and  employees  of  the  laws  that  restrict  their 
use  of  City  resources  for  political  activities.  To  this  end,  I  am  providing  to  you  this  information 
sheet,  which  outlines  the  basic  rules  and  principles  governing  the  political  activities  of  City 
officers  and  employees.  These  materials  are  intended  as  a  general  guide  and  are  not  a  substitute 
for  legal  advice.  Please  contact  the  City  Attorney's  Office  with  any  questions  related  to  these 
materials  or  participation  in  political  activities. 


State  law  prohibits  government  employees  from  using  City  resources  to  support  or 
oppose  a  ballot  measure  or  the  election  or  defeat  of  a  candidate  at  the  federal,  state,  or  local 
level.  Local  law  also  prohibits  City  officers  and  employees  from  engaging  in  political  activity 
during  working  hours  or  on  City  premises. 

•  What  is  a  misuse  of  City  resources? 

Any  use  of  City  resources  or  personnel  for  political  activity  is  prohibited.  This  ban 
prohibits  any  use  of  telephones,  copiers,  fax  machines,  computers,  office  supplies  or  any  other 
City  resources  for  political  purposes.  City  personnel's  time  and  attention  may  not  be  diverted 
from  their  City  duties  for  political  purposes.  Addressing  envelopes,  circulating  petitions,  making 
telephone  calls,  or  engaging  in  similar  types  of  campaign  activity  on  City  time  is  prohibited. 

Example:  On  his  lunch  hour,  a  City  employee  uses  his  City 
computer  to  send  invitations  to  a  fundraiser  for  a  candidate.  The 
employee  has  misused  City  resources  by  using  his  City  computer 
for  political  activity.  The  fact  that  he  was  on  his  lunch  hour  does 
not  matter. 

•  May  a  Board  or  Commission  take  a  position  on  a  ballot  measure? 

The  prohibition  on  use  of  City  resources  for'  political  activity  also  means  that  City 
officers  and  employees  may  not  use  their  official  positions  to  influence  elections.  Thus, 


Misuse  of  City  Resources  and  Personnel 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Office  of  the  City  Attorney 


Memorandum 

TO:    ■        ALL  ELECTED  OFFICIALS 

ALL  BOARD  AND  COMMISSION  MEMBERS 

ALL  DEPARTMENT  HEADS 
DATE:        August  23,  2006 
PAGE:  2 

RE:  Political  Activity  By  City  Officers  and  Employees  

appointed  boards  and  commissions  may  not  vote  to  endorse  a  measure  or  a  candidate. 1  Nor  may 
City  officials  distribute  campaign  literature  at  City  events  or  include  campaign  literature  in 
official  mailings  to  employees  or  members  of  the  public. 

Example:  Members  of  a  City  Commission  feel  strongly  about  the 
merits  of  a  measure  appearing  on  the  ballot  that  relates  to  matters 
within  their  jurisdiction.  The  Commission  may  not  vote  on  a 
resolution  to  support  or  oppose  the  ballot  measure  because  the  use 
of  the  City's  resources  necessary  to  facilitate  the  vote  would 
constitute  a  misuse  of  City  resources  for  political  activity.  The 
Commission  may  ask  staff  for  information  about  the  impact  of  the 
ballot  measure  on  the  City  and  individual  commissioners  may 
support  or  oppose  the  measure  on  their  own  time  using  their  own 
resources. 

•  May  City  officers  and  employees  analyze  a  ballot  measure's  effects? 

City  officers  and  employees  may  lawfully  use  City  resources  (where  budgeted  for  such  a 
purpose)  to  investigate  and  evaluate  objectively  the  potential  impact  of  a  ballot  measure  on  City 
operations.  The  analysis  may  be  made  available  to  the  public. 

Example:  A  City  Department  wants  to  inform  its  Commission 
about  the  potential  impacts  on  the  Department  if  a  ballot  measure 
passes.  If  the  Department  has  money  budgeted  for  the  purpose,  the 
Department  may  research  the  potential  impact  of  the  measure  and 
present  objective  information  to  the  Commission.  The  analysis 
may  also  be  made  available  to  the  public. 

•  May  City  officers  and  employees  respond  to  inquiries  about  a  measure? 

City  officers  and  employees  may  respond  to  public  requests  for  information,  including 
requests  to  participate  in  public  discussions  about  ballot  measures,  if  the  officer's  or  employee's 
statements  are  limited  to  an  accurate,  fair,  and  impartial  presentation  of  relevant  facts  to  aid  the 
voters  in  reaching  an  informed  judgment  regarding  the  measure. 

Example.  A  City  Department  wants  to  prepare  a  powerpoint 
presentation  about  a  ballot  measure  explaining  the  Department's 
view  that  the  measure  could  have  a  significant  negative  impact  on 
the  City.  Any  such  presentation  must  be  limited  to  an  accurate, 
fair  and  impartial  presentation  of  the  relevant  facts. 


1  In  contrast  to  appointed  Commissions  and  Boards,  the  legislative  body  of  the  City  and  County 
may  take  a  position  on  a  ballot  measure. 
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•  What  is  an  objective  and  impartial  presentation? 

Courts  will  evaluate  materials  prepared  or  distributed  by  a  public  entity  in  terms  of 
whether  they  make  a  balanced  presentation  of  facts  designed  to  enhance  the  ability  of  the  voters 
intelligently  to  exercise  their  right  to  vote,  or  whether  the  communications  promote  a  particular 
position  for  or  against  a  ballot  measure.  City  officers  and  employees  who  are  considering 
providing  the  public  with  an  informational  presentation  regarding  a  ballot  measure  should 
consult  in  advance  with  the  City  Attorney's  Office. 

•  What  are  the  penalties  for  violating  the  law? 

Courts  may  impose  considerable  penalties  for  violation  of  these  laws.  Under  State  law, 
misappropriating  public  funds  is  a  felony  punishable  by  imprisonment  and  a  ban  on  holding 
public  office  in  the  State.  Under  local  law,  use  of  City  funds  for  political  or  election  activities 
also  may  be  deemed  official  misconduct  that  justifies  removal  of  a  public  officer,  or  cause  to  fire 
a  public  employee.  The  conduct  of  City  officers  and  employees  also  may  risk  liability  for  the 
City.  For  example,  the  Fair  Political  Practices  Commission  ("FPPC")  fined  the  County  of 
Sacramento  $10,000  for  failing  to  report  the  use  of  public  funds  to  prepare  and  distribute 
pamphlets  on  pending  ballot  measures. 

Off-Dutv  Political  Activities  By  City  Officers  and  Employees 

City  officers  and  employees  have  a  First  Amendment  right  to  engage  in  political 
activities  while  off  duty.  As  a  general  rule,  officers  and  employees  may  take  a  public  position,  as 
private  citizens,  on  an  electoral  race  or  a  ballot  measure.  Federal  law  imposes  some  restrictions 
on  the  political  activities  of  local  employees  whose  principal  employment  is  in  connection  with 
federally  funded  activity.  San  Francisco  also  restricts  the  off-duty  political  activities  of  certain 
officers  and  employees,  including  the  Ethics  and  Election  Commissions  and  their  employees,  and 
the  City  Attorney.  Finally,  local  law  imposes  some  off-duty  restrictions  on  all  City  officers  and 
employees. 

•  May  City  officers  and  employees  use  their  official  titles  in  campaign 
communications? 

As  long  as  they  are  not  otherwise  using  City  resources  to  do  so,  City  officers  and 
employees  may  use  their  official  titles  in  campaign  communications.  But  it  must  be  clear  from 
the  tenor  and  nature  of  the  communication  that  the  City  officer  or  employee  is  making  the 
communication  in  his  or  her  personal  capacity  and  that  his  or  her  title  is  being  used  for 
identification  purposes  only. 


•  May  City  officers  and  employees  solicit  campaign  contributions  from  other  City 
officers  and  employees? 

City  officers  and  employees  may  not  directly  or  indirectly  solicit  campaign  contributions 
from  other  City  officers  or  employees  or  from  persons  on  City  employment  lists.  This 
prohibition  does  not  preclude  a  City  officer  or  employee  from  requesting  campaign  contributions 
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from  other  City  officers  or  employees  if  the  request  is  part  of  a  solicitation  made  to  a  significant 
segment  of  the  public  that  may  include  officers  or  employees  of  the  City  and  the  requestor  does 
not  use  City  resources  in  making  the  solicitation. 

Example.  An  incumbent  City  officer  sends  an  invitation  to  a 
fundraiser  to  a  list  of  all  graduates  from  the  local  college  she 
attended.  A  number  of  City  employees,  who  also  happened  to 
attend  that  college,  receive  invitations.  Although  the  officer  sent 
the  solicitation  to  some  City  employees,  the  solicitation  is  lawful 
because  it  was  made  to  a  significant  segment  of  the  public  that 
included  City  employees. 

•  May  City  officers  and  employees  engage  in  political  activities  on  City  premises? 

City  officers  and  employees  may  not  participate  in  political  activities  of  any  kind  while 
on  City  premises.  For  the  purposes  of  this  prohibition,  the  term  "City  premises"  includes  all  City 
property  other  than  property  that  is  made  available  to  the  general  public  to  use  for  political 
purposes. 

Example.  A  City  employee  seeks  endorsements  for  the 
employee's  candidacy  for  a  political  party's  central  committee  in 
the  hallways  of  City  Hall.  This  activity  violates  the  ban  on 
political  activity  on  City  premises  because  it  is  being  done  inside 
City  Hall,  which  is  City  property  that  is  not  made  available  to  the 
general  public  for  political  purposes.  Conversely,  if  the  City 
employee  engages  in  this  same  activity  on  the  steps  of  City  Hall, 
the  employee  would  not  violate  the  ban  on  political  activity 
because  the  steps  of  City  Hall  are  made  available  to  the  general 
public  to  use  for  political  purposes. 

•  May  City  officers  and  employees  engage  in  political  activities  while  in  uniform? 

City  officers  and  employees  may  not  participate  in  political  activates  of  any  kind  while  in 
uniform.  For  the  purposes  of  this  prohibition,  a  City  officer  or  employee  is  in  uniform  any  time 
he  or  she  is  wearing  all  or  any  part  of  a  uniform  that  he  or  she  is  required  or  authorized  to  wear 
when  engaged  in  official  duties. 

•  What  are  the  penalties  for  violating  these  laws? 

A  knowing  or  willful  violation  of  these  laws  is  a  misdemeanor,  which  could  result  in 
fines  of  up  to  $10,000  per  violation  and  incarceration  in  the  county  jail  for  up  to  one  year. 
Violations  of  these  laws  may  also  subject  an  individual  to  civil  and  administrative  penalties  of  up 
to  $5,000  per  violation. 

OTHER  ELECTION  RELATED  LAWS 

The  following  laws  frequently  present  questions  during  an  election  period: 
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Mass  Mailings  at  Public  Expense 

In  addition  to  the  general  prohibition  against  using  public  resources  or  personnel  to 
engage  in  political  activity,  City  officers  and  employees  are  prohibited  from  sending  at  public 
expense,  non-political  newsletters  or  mass  mailings  that  feature  or  make  reference  to  an  elected 
official.  A  non-political  newsletter  or  mass  mailing  is  prohibited  if  all  of  the  following  four 
requirements  are  met: 

•  Sent  or  delivered.  The  item  is  sent  or  delivered  by  any  means  to  the  recipient  at  his  or 
her  residence,  place  of  employment  of  business,  or  post  office  box. 

•  Features  an  elected  official.  The  item  sent  either  features  an  elected  officer  affiliated 
with  the  agency  that  produces  or  sends  the  mailing,  or  includes  the  name,  office,  photograph,  or 
other  reference  to  an  elected  officer  affiliated  with  the  agency  that  produces  or  sends  the  mailing, 
and  is  prepared  or  sent  in  cooperation,  consultation,  coordination,  or  concert  with  the  elected 
officer. 

•  Paid  for  with  public  funds.  Any  of  the  cost  of  distribution  is  paid  for  with  public 
moneys  or  costs  of  design,  production,  and  printing  exceeding  S50  are  paid  with  public  money, 
and  the  design,  production,  or  printing  is  done  with  the  intent  of  sending  the  item  other  than  as 
permitted  by  this  regulation. 

•  More  than  200  items  in  a  single  month.  More  than  200  substantially  similar  items  are 
sent  in  a  single  calendar  month. 

Taken  literally,  this  prohibition  would  preclude  any  large  mailing  at  public  expense, 
including  many  mailings  essential  to  the  operation  of  government,  such  as  tax  notices,  sample 
ballots,  and  meeting  agendas.  To  avoid  this  result,  the  FPPC  has  promulgated  clarifying 
regulations  that  exempt  certain  types  of  mailings.  For  example,  the  prohibition  does  not  apply  to 
press  releases  and  intra-office  communications.  Please  check  with  the  City  Attorney's  office  if 
you  have  any  questions  about  the  mass  mailing  rule. 

Campaign  Contributions 

In  addition  to  generally  applicable  campaign  finance  laws,  City  officials  should  be  aware 
of  two  important  restrictions  on  campaign  contributions  that  relate  to  government 
decisionmaking.  The  first  is  San  Francisco's  restriction  on  City  contractors  making  contributions 
to  officials  who  approve  their  contracts.  The  second  is  California  Government  Code  section 
84308,  which  restricts  the  solicitation  of  campaign  contributions  by  appointed  members  of 
boards  and  commissions.  These  two  provisions  are  discussed  below. 

•  May  a  City  contractor  give  a  campaign  contribution  to  a  public  official  who 
approves  the  contract? 

Local  law  restricts  the  ability  of  a  person  or  entity  that  contracts  with  the  City  to  make  a 
campaign  contribution  to  a  City  elective  officer  if  the  contract  would  require  approval  by  that 
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officer.  The  contractor  may  not  make  a  campaign  contribution  to  the  officer  at  any  time  from  the 
commencement  of  negotiations  for  the  contract  until  either:  (1)  negotiations  are  terminated  and 
no  contract  is  awarded;  or  (2)  three  months  have  elapsed  since  the  award  of  the  contract. 

•  May  members  of  appointed  boards  and  commissions  solicit  contributions  from 
persons  in  a  proceeding  pending  before  them? 

Members  of  appointed  boards  and  commissions  may  not  solicit,  accept  or  direct 
campaign  contributions  of  more  than  $250  from  any  party  to  or  participant  in  any  use  entitlement 
proceeding  pending  before  the  board  or  commission,  during  the  proceeding  or  for  three  months 
after  the  final  decision  is  rendered  in  the  proceeding.  The  prohibition  does  not  apply  to  a  body, 
such  as  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  whose  entire  membership  is  elected.  But  the  prohibition 
would  apply  to  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  when  they  sit  as  members  of  an  appointed 
body. 

This  rule  applies  whether  the  contributions  are  sought  for  the  official  or  for  someone  else, 
and  whether  the  contributions  come  directly  from  the  party  or  participant,  or  are  made  by  an 
agent  acting  on  behalf  of  the  party  or  participant.  The  prohibition  applies  to  contributions  for 
candidates  or  ballot  measures  in  federal,  state,  or  local  elections. 

An  official  does  not  violate  this  rule  if  the  official  makes  a  request  for  contributions  in  a 
mass  mailing  sent  to  members  of  the  public,  to  a  public  gathering,  in  a  newspaper,  on  radio  or 
television,  or  in  any  other  mass  medium,  provided  it  is  not  targeted  to  persons  who  appear  before 
the  board  or  commission.  An  official  does  not  engage  in  a  solicitation  solely  because  his  or  her 
name  is  printed  with  other  names  on  stationery  or  letterhead  used  to  ask  for  contributions. 

•  What  is  a  "use  entitlement  proceeding?" 

A  "use  entitlement  proceeding"  is  a  government  action  granting,  denying,  revoking, 
restricting  or  modifying  a  license,  permit,  or  other  entitlement  for  use.  Use  entitlement 
proceedings  include  proceedings  on  all  business,  professional,  trade  and  land  use  licenses  and 
permits,  as  well  as  other  entitlements  for  land  use,  all  contracts  (other  than  competitively  bid, 
labor  or  personal  employment  contracts)  and  all  franchises.  Decisions  on  general  plans,  general 
building  or  development  standards,  or  other  rules  of  general  application  are  not  use  entitlement 
proceedings. 

•  Who  is  a  party  or  participant? 

A  "party"  is  a  person,  including  a  business  entity,  who  files  an  application  for,  or  is  the 
subject  of  a  use  entitlement  proceeding.  A  "participant"  is  any  person  who  is  not  a  party  to  a 
proceeding  but  who:  (1)  actively  supports  or  opposes  a  particular  decision  (i.e.,  lobbies  the 
officers  or  employees  of  the  agency,  testifies  in  person  before  the  agency,  or  otherwise  acts  to 
influence  the  decision  of  the  officers  of  the  agency);  and  (2)  has  a  financial  interest  in  the 
decision.  An  "agent"  is  an  individual  who  represents  a  party  or  participant  in  a  proceeding.  If  an 
individual  agent  is  also  acting  as  a  member  of  a  law,  architectural,  engineering  or  consulting 
firm,  or  a  similar  entity,  both  the  entity  and  the  individual  are  considered  agents. 
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•  When  is  a  member  of  an  appointed  board  or  commission  disqualified  from 
proceedings  involving  a  contributor? 

A  member  of  an  appointed  board  or  commission  may  not  participate  in  any  use 
entitlement  proceeding  involving  a  party  or  participant  (or  their  agent)  from  whom  the  official 
received  a  contribution  of  more  than  S250  in  the  12  months  before  the  proceeding.  The  $250 
threshold  applies  to  the  combined  total  of  all  contributions  from  the  party  or  participant  and  from 
an  agent  of  the  party  or  participant.  Disqualification  is  required  only  if  the  official  received  a 
contribution  for  himself  or  herself  in  the  1 2  months  before  the  proceeding.  Soliciting 
contributions  before  a  proceeding  begins  does  not,  by  itself,  require  disqualification. 

A  member  of  an  appointed  board  or  commission  may  avoid  disqualification  if  he  or  she 
returns  the  contribution  (or  the  portion  in  excess  of  $250)  within  30  days  of  learning  of  the 
contribution  and  the  pendency  of  a  use  entitlement  proceeding  involving  the  contributor.  Before 
the  body  renders  a  decision  in  a  use  entitlement  proceeding,  members  of  appointed  boards  and 
commissions  must  disclose  on  the  record  all  campaign  contributions  totaling  more  than  $250 
received  in  the  preceding  12  months  from  parties  to  or  participants  in  the  proceeding.  If  there  is 
a  public  hearing,  the  official  must  make  the  disclosure  on  the  public  record  at  the  beginning  of 
the  hearing.  If  no  public  hearing  is  held,  the  disclosure  must  be  included  in  the  written  record  of 
the  proceeding. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM,  MAYOR 
JARED  BLUMENFELD,  DIRECTOR 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL  REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 

\  H  7  6  Tuesday,  August  28,  2007  at  5:30  p.m.       DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

City  Hall,  Room  416  Q|_p  _4  ?nn7 

One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  ^Lr 
f  Sa"  Fra"Cisco,  CA  94102  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:39  p.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne;  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Miller,  Quirke  (6:10  p.m.),  Rodgers, 
Sherk,  and  Short.  Excused:  Members  Habert,  Marks,  Nervo  and  Sustarich. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  July  27,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting.  Upon 
Motion  by  Council  Member  Cohen  and  second  by  Council  Member  Blair,  the  July  27,  2007  Meeting 
Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Members  Habert,  Marks,  Nervo,  Quirke,  and 
Sustarich)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  July  27,  2007  Regular  Meeting 
http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=65674).  (Discussion  and  Action) 


3.  Rodent  and  Vegetation  Control.  Ms.  Helen  Zverina,  Department  of  Public  Health  will  explain  the 
Department  of  Public  Health  policy  for  managing  vegetation  when  rodent  control  is  needed.  Council 
members  may  ask  questions  and  discuss  management  options  (Informational  Presentation  and 
Discussion).  (Explanatory  Document:  DPH  Presentation  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/SFDPHPresen 
tation082807.pdf) 

Sponsor:  Member  Mike  Boss 
Presenter:  Ms.  Helen  Zverina,  Department  of  Public  Health 

Council  Member  Mike  Boss  stated  that  the  reason  this  item  is  before  the  Council  has  to  do  with 
observations  that  were  made  on  a  situation  close  to  his  house  where  trees  and  vegetation  had  been 
cut  down  because  of  orders  received  by  the  Health  Department  to  clear  the  lots  due  to  a  neighbor's 
complaint  about  rats.  Member  Boss  explained  that  crews  were  diligently  working  cutting  down  all  of 
these  trees  and  the  area  was  left  nice  and  tidy  to  bare  ground.  This  lot  is  owned  by  a  developer  who 
didn't  want  problems,  saw  the  order  to  clear  vegetation  and  interpreted  it  in  this  particular  matter. 
Member  Boss  stated  that  he  had  seen  the  Department  of  Public  Health's  order  and  it  did  not  say  to 
cut  everything  to  the  ground  or  remove  all  vegetation;  but  there  were  no  other  instructions  other 
than  to  clear  overgrowth.  It  was  explained  that  the  neighbor's  property  is  now  getting  flooded  for 
the  first  time  in  40  years  because  there  is  no  vegetation  to  absorb  the  runoff  water.  Three  or  four 
months  after,  there  is  a  canopy  of  aggressive  pioneer  weeds  causing  a  nuisance. 
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Member  Boss  discussed  another  situation  on  a  proposal  that  was  presented  to  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  to  landmark  a  tree  on  729  -  27th  Avenue  where  there  was  a  dispute  among  neighbors  about 
whether  a  holly  tree  was  going  to  be  cut  down.  In  listening  to  the  hearing,  the  neighbors 
complained  to  the  owners  of  the  tree  that  they  were  not  taking  care  of  their  property.  The  Health 
Department  came  out  and  issued  the  property  owner  an  order  to  clear  the  vegetation,  and  so  they 
clear-cut  their  yard  as  a  result  of  this  order.  The  neighbors  then  complained  that  she  was  a  butcher 
cutting  down  all  the  trees,  and  that  is  why  they  wanted  to  landmark  the  holly  to  prevent  her  from 
cutting  it  down.  Member  Boss  explained  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  values  the  urban  forest  as 
a  special  resource  and  discussed  all  of  the  benefits  of  the  urban  forest  as  explained  in  the  Urban 
Forest  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  these  are  two  situations  that  the  Health  Department  did  a  good  job 
but  it  resulted  in  forfeiting  an  urban  forestry  goal  for  the  city.  Member  Boss  asked  for  a  presentation 
on  the  Health  Department's  practices  and  offered  to  work  with  the  department  so  their  goals  do  not 
end  up  forfeiting  other  city  goals. 

Ms.  Helen  Zverina,  Senior  Environmental  Health  Inspector  reported  that  the  Department  of  Public 
Health  (SFDPH)  is  enforcing  the  Health  Code  that  a  property  is  to  be  maintained  free  of  public 
nuisances  that  affect  neighbors  and  the  neighborhood,  not  just  a  personal  living  space.  The  Health 
Code  defines  one  of  the  nuisances  as  vegetation  overgrowth,  which  provides  a  habitat  for  vectors 
of  disease;  e.g.,  rodents,  mosquitoes,  raccoons,  and  skunks.  Ms.  Zverina  discussed  when  a  yard  or 
open  space  is  considered  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  Health  Code;  e.g.,  regular  visits  to  assess 
conditions  and  do  maintenance,  regular  litter  and  refuse  removal;  no  standing  water  source  for 
mosquitoes  to  breed;  items  should  be  stored  so  they  do  not  provide  food,  water,  or  harborage  for 
rodents  or  mosquitoes;  and  fruit  and  other  produce  are  promptly  harvested  (see  explanatory 
document  above).  It  was  stated  that  when  the  property  is  not  maintained  with  these  guidelines,  it 
would  soon  become  a  "public  health  nuisance"  affecting  neighbors  and  resulting  in  a  "notice  of 
violation"  (NOV)  for  vegetation  overgrowth  issued  by  SFDPH.  It  was  explained  that  notices  are  not 
usually  issued  about  trees  except  in  a  situation  when  a  tree  is  overhanging  a  roof  and  there  are  rats 
around.  They  will  ask  that  trees  be  trimmed  away  from  the  building.  An  order  has  never  been 
given  to  remove  a  tree  and  people  are  cautioned  not  to  harm  a  tree,  just  to  prune  it  back.  It  is  not  a 
policy  to  tell  people  that  they  can't  clear  the  lot  if  that  is  what  they  choose  to  do,  but  they  do  not 
advise  it  on  steep  hillsides.  It  was  explained  that  the  NOV  notices  are  complaint  driven. 

Ms.  Zverina  explained  the  difference  between  an  "eyesore"  versus  a  "public  health  nuisance"  where 
a  neglected  property  may  be  an  eyesore  but  not  a  nuisance  as  defined  by  the  SFDPH  code.  If  a 
complaint  is  received,  the  property  owner  or  tenants  receive  a  letter  from  SFDPH  informing  them 
that  a  complaint  was  received  and  that  corrections  should  be  made.  However,  compliance  is 
voluntary  and  there  is  no  follow-up  or  enforcement.  It  was  explained  that  if  grass  is  only  knee  high, 
it  is  not  a  health  violation.  Other  jurisdictions  have  set  their  standard  at  12  inches:'  San  Francisco 
considers  knee  high  about  two  feet.  If  the  grass  is  two  feet  high,  then  a  notice  rs  sent  out  and  then 
followed  up  with  enforcement  that  can  even  go  as  far  as  the  City  Attorney's  Office,  even  in  the  case 
of  a  weedy  lot.  After  a  hearing,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  may  be  asked  to  clear  the 
lot  and  they  usually  go  to  the  ground.  Ms.  Zverina  recommended  that  DPW  be  part  of  the 
discussion  on  this  topic. 

Ms.  Zverina  stated  that  control  of  a  rodent  infestation  is  likely  to  require  additional  outdoor  control 
measures  on  more  than  one  parcel  of  property,  including  City-owned  land;  e.g.,  measures  that 
include  heavy  pruning  of  vines,  ground  cover,  brambles  and  shrubbery;  trimming  tree  branches  that 
give  access  to  structures;  clearing  fences  of  vegetation;  installing  shields  that  prevent  rats  from 
climbing  trees;  clearing  the  ground  around  foundations,  etc.  It  was  explained  that  part  of  their  job  is 
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to  educate  people  on  their  responsibilities  to  maintain  their  property  so  it  does  not  cause  a  nuisance 
for  the  neighbors  and  the  entire  neighborhood. 

It  was  stated  that  there  are  responsible  property  owners  that  do  a  great  job  and  people  who  like  to 
do  gardening.  The  problem  is  usually  caused  when  the  property  owner  is  not  on  sight. 
Chair  Milne  asked  if  the  Department  visits  a  site  first  before  issuing  an  order  or  a  letter.  Ms.  Zverina 
confirmed  that  was  the  case.  Chair  Milne  suggested  that  for  properties  that  have  trees,  to  underline 
the  fact  in  the  order  that  trees  should  not  be  harmed  or  taken  out.  Ms.  Zverina  stated  that  was  a 
good  suggestion. 

Member  Rodgers  stated  that  she  is  interested  in  seeing  an  example  of  an  actual  order  that  is  being 
sent  to  property  owners  and  suggested  a  discussion  with  relevant  agencies  and  the  public.  Ms. 
Zverina  stated  that  the  notice  only  requests  that  overgrown  vegetation  be  removed  and  there  is  very 
little  in  the  way  of  specifics.  SFDPH  often  gets  calls  with  the  question  to  clarify  the  order  and 
requests  are  made  for  them  to  come  out  to  show  what  to  trim  down,  which  they  are  happy  to  do. 
Ms.  Zverina  explained  that  SFDPH  is  looking  to  develop  a  handout  to  go  along  with  the  notices  that 
will  clarify  some  of  these  points. 

Member  Boss  stated  that  the  letters  that  go  out  with  the  simple  instructions  to  clear  overgrown 
vegetation  is  a  root  of  the  problem.  A  request  was  made  that  the  handouts  contain  more  specific 
wording  in  order  to  protect  trees  and  the  rest  of  the  vegetation;  e.g.,  what  does  overgrown 
vegetation  mean?  What  does  a  weed  mean?  Member  Boss  explained  that  he  is  a  professional 
gardener  and  if  everything  that  was  presented  today  was  applied,  they  would  have  to  clear  most  of 
the  gardens  that  they  take  care  of.  Ms.  Zverina  welcomed  input  into  the  process. 

Member  Short  suggested  that  tree  limbs  that  are  overhanging  roofs  should  be  addressed  more 
specifically  in  the  notices  of  violations  and  should  include  guidelines.  Member  Short  stated  that 
clarification  is  needed  because  people  may  think  that  if  there  is  a  limb  over  their  house  that  may  be 
fifteen  feet  away,  that  they  are  going  to  have  rats.  Ms.  Zverina  stated  that  they  usually  do  not 
address  trees  and  if  they  do,  it  is  the  property  owner  that  says  they  have  found  rats  in  their  attic  and 
asks  what  they  should  be  doing.  Then  the  advice  would  be  to  cut  back  the  tree,  look  at 
downspouts,  and  screen  all  openings.  It  is  then  up  to  the  property  owner.  If  it  was  an  apartment 
building  and  rats  are  getting  into  the  upper  unit  that  would  be  a  situation  where  they  could  say  that 
the  tree  has  to  be  cut  back  because  that  is  how  they  are  getting  into  the  people's  living  unit. 

Member  Sherk  asked  if  SFDPH  has  a  position  on  California  native  habitats  and  whether  SFDPH 
thinks  it  is  a  good  idea  in  an  urban  context  to  bring  in  a  native  environment.  Ms.  Zverina  stated  that 
there  has  been  no  discussion  on  this  issue,  but  that  she  likes  the  idea  of  raptors,  which  is  a  method 
of  rodent  control.  Member  Sherk  advised  that  the  species  that  are  causing  all  the  problems  are 
primarily  non-native  species.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  a  public  health  benefit  to  having  a  more  wild 
or  natural  environment.  Ms.  Zverina  discussed  public  land  problems,  stating  that  a  notice  is  issued 
to  the  agency  that  has  jurisdiction,  but  it  cannot  be  enforced.  Member  Sherk  stated  that  there  is  an 
opportunity  to  open  a  conversation  with  more  stakeholders  to  look  at  ecological  principles  as 
solutions  to  some  of  these  issues.  The  short  term  of  cutting  things  down  may  not  be  the  only 
solution.  Ms.  Zverina  explained  that  she  attends  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  meetings 
where  one  of  their  primary  methods  for  rodent  control  is  to  keep  vegetation  to  a  manageable  level 
instead  of  poisoning. 

Member  Blair  discussed  a  situation  where  the  pleasure  of  her  daily  life  changed  by  removal  of  ivy 
from  the  building  and  added  that  some  greenscape  on  buildings  may  be  a  real  asset.  Member  Blair 
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stated  that  the  ivy  was  a  nesting  place  for  birds  right  near  her  window.  Someone  complained  about 
a  rodent,  and  now  they  have  hard  ugly  hardscape  to  look  at.  Member  Blair  discussed  educational 
center  buildings  that  are  ivy  colored  and  stated  that  she  would  like  for  some  consideration  be  given 
to  some  growth  to  soften  hardscape  buildings  and  asked  if  there  was  an  alternative  to  taking  the  ivy 
off.  Member  Zverina  stated  she  would  like  to  find  a  solution  to  rodent  control  in  an  ivy-covered 
environment. 

Council  members  discussed  contacting  Ms.  Zverina  with  their  suggestions  for  language  to  the 
notice  and  handout. 

4.  Hearing  on  Nomination  for  Landmark  Tree  Status.  The  Council  will  hold  a  hearing  to  determine 
whether  the  Coast  Live  Oak  Tree  located  at  4124  -  23rd  Street  meets  the  criteria  for  designation 
as  a  landmark  tree  (Explanatory  Documents:  Nomination  form  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/LandmarkTree 
NominationForm41 2423rdSt.pdf,  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Evaluation  Forms  (PDF) 
http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/EvaluationFor 
ms.pdf.  Written  Summary  of  Findings  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/QueAqr4124- 
23rdStWrittenSummarv.doc.  Pictures  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/412423rdStPic 
tures.pdf ,  Supporting  Letters  and  Petition  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/412423rdStSu 
pportinqDocs.pdf)  (Discussion  and  Action). 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  hearing,  the  Council  will  vote  on  whether  to  approve  or  reject  the 
nomination  and  shall  adopt  written  findings  to  support  its  decision.  The  Council  will  forward 
approved  nominations  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  further  consideration. 

Presenter:  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Chair  Mike  Boss 

Member  Boss  reported  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  held  a  hearing  on  August  14  and  voted 
3-0  to  approve  landmark  status  on  this  tree  with  findings  outlined  in  the  "Written  Summary  of 
Findings"  explanatory  document  and  added  an  additional  finding  of  significant  neighborhood 
appreciation  based  on  the  neighborhood  petition  with  27  signatures  to  support  landmark  tree  status. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Tom  Lucchini  read  a  statement  from  Robert  and  Susan  Call,  the  property 
owners,  who  were  unable  to  attend  the  meeting: 

The  tree  has  already  been  visited  and  examined  by  a  number  of  arborists  (names  were  stated), 
all  of  who  have  described  the  tree  as  a  healthy  tree  with  many  years  of  life  ahead.  After 
Supervisor  Bevan  Dufty  initially  nominated  it  last  fall,  a  meeting  was  held  in  which  Bo  Hayward, 
Grace  Ma,  Carla  Short,  AnMarie  Rodgers,  Keith  Mather,  Joseph  Duffy,  and  Paul  Sacamano 
visited  the  tree  and  agreed  that  it  was  important  that  it  be  protected.  There  is  also  significant 
neighborhood  support  as  evidenced  by  the  petition  and  wishes  there  was  more  time  to  gather 
more  signatures.  So  far,  there  has  been  no  opposition  to  the  landmarking  and  is  hoping  the 
Council  will  grant  landmark  tree  status. 

Member  Cohen  recommended  being  careful  when  checking  the  "Age-Significantly  Advanced" 
category  on  the  Evaluation  Criteria  Form  and  discussed  the  clarity  of  the  subcategories  under  the 
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Age  field.  Member  Cohen  suggested  checking  "mature"  instead  of  significantly  advanced  for  this 
tree. 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke  and  second  by  Member  Rodgers,  the  Council  approved 
landmark  tree  status  for  the  Coast  Live  Oak  Tree  located  at  4124  -  23rd  Street  without  objection. 
(AYES:  Members  Milne,  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Miller,  Quirke,  Sherk,  Rodgers,  and  Short; 
NOES:  None;  ABSENT:  Members  Habert,  Nervo,  Marks,  and  Sustarich). 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Boss  and  second  by  Member  Short  without  objection,  Council  Members 
approved  the  Motion  that  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  endorsement  with  the 
following  findings: 

•  The  tree  is  uncommon  in  San  Francisco 

•  The  tree  was  notably  large  for  a  tree  of  the  species  in  SF,  and  had  a  majestic  canopy 

•  As  a  tree  species  native  to  San  Francisco,  the  tree  had  natural  historical  value 

•  The  tree  was  visible  from  several  viewpoints,  near  (e.g.  the  nearest  corner  at  23rd  Street  and 
Castro)  and  far  (from  Twin  Peaks) 

•  As  a  tree  species  native  to  San  Francisco,  it  is  important  for  wildlife  habitat 

•  The  tree  had  character-defining  form,  and  was  a  fine  example  of  the  species 

•  The  tree  was  in  good  condition 

•  Significant  neighborhood  appreciation 

5.  Urban  Forestry  Council  Bylaws  Amendment-Council  members  will  discuss  and  vote  on  a 
possible  Bylaws  change  Resolution  to  combine  the  functions  of  the  Planning  and  Policy  and 
Funding  Committees  and  vote  on  additional  recommendations  for  changes  to  the 
Council's/Committees'  meeting  schedule  and  structure.  (Explanatory  document:  Draft  Resolution  for 
proposed  Bylaws  change  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/File2007-09- 
UFCAmendBvlaws.doc  and  Notice  of  Proposed  Bylaws  Amendment  (PDF) 
http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/BvlawsChanq 
eNotice.PDF)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  this  item  was  discussed  at  the  previous  meeting  because  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  was  interested  in  condensing  the  Council's  meetings.  It  was  stated  that  the 
Funding  Committee  does  not  have  a  lot  of  activity  and  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  meets 
regularly.  Chair  Miine  explained  that  the  other  consideration  would  be  to  vote  on  increasing 
membership  to  each  Committee  to  seven  members  from  five  in  order  to  enable  most  members  to 
participate  in  committee  work  and  for  meeting  quorum  purposes. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Boss  and  second  by  Member  Rodgers,  an  amendment  to  Resolution  No. 
2007-09-UFC  to  change  the  Committee  membership  from  seven  to  five  members  and  to  approve 
consolidation  of  the  two  Committees  DID  NOT  PASS  (VOTE:  6-4)  AYES:  Members  Boss,  Cohen, 
Miller,  Quirke,  Rodgers,  and  Short;  NOES:  Members  Milne,  Blair,  Griswold,  and  Sherk;  Absent: 
Members  Habert,  Nervo,  Marks,  and  Sustarich;  1  Vacant. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Miller  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  an  amendment  to  Resolution  No. 
2007-09-UFC  to  change  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  membership  to  seven  members,  to 
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keep  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  membership  at  five  members,  and  to  approve  consolidating 
the  Planning  and  Policy  and  Funding  Committee  into  one  committee,  the  "Planning  and  Funding" 
Committee  was  APPROVED  without  objection.  All  AYES  10-0.  Absent:  Members  Habert,  Nervo, 
Marks,  and  Sustarich;  1  Vacant. 

6.  Political  Activity  by  City  Officers  and  Employees  Memorandum  and  the  November  2007 
Ballot  Measure:  "Parking  for  Neighborhoods  Initiative."  The  Council  will  discuss  legal 
requirements  for  political  activity  by  City  Officers  and  Employees  as  it  relates  to  opposing  or 
supporting  ballot  initiatives.  (Explanatory  Document:  "Political  Activity  by  City  Officers  and 
Employees"  Memorandum  (PDF) 

http://www.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/citvattornev/opinions/2006-NOV-POLI.PDF)  (Discussion) 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Deputy  City  Attorney  has  advised  that  the  Council  cannot  vote  to 
support  or  oppose  ballot  initiatives  once  they  are  placed  on  the  ballot.  The  Council  can  vote  if  it 
were  not  a  ballot  initiative.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  City  Attorney's  Office  "Political  Activity  by 
City  Officers  and  Employees"  memorandum  that  outlines  legal  requirements  is  included  in  the 
packet  (see  explanatory  document  above).  Chair  Milne  stated  there  has  been  a  de-emphasis  of 
support  for  this  measure  and  it  is  not  going  to  be  campaigned  for.  There  are  several  neighborhood 
groups  in  the  City  that  are  actively  campaigning  against  it,  and  a  substitute  initiative  will  be  on  the 
ballot  that  encompasses  parking  issues  that  is  supposed  to  override  Proposition  H. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  the  City  Attorney's  memorandum  references  Commissions,  and  asked 
whether  the  memo  would  encompass  the  Council.  Council  Secretary  Fish  advised  that  the 
memorandum  references  Boards  and  Commissions.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  since  the  question  was 
asked  directly  to  the  City  Attorney's  Office  in  the  context  of  the  Council,  that  it  would  apply  to  the 
Council.  Member  Short  stated  that  the  Council  has  appointed  members  and  the  memo  applies  to 
any  appointed  Board  or  Commission.  It  was  explained  that  page  2  of  the  memo,  the  top  example  is 
what  applies  to  the  Council  directly  (see  explanatory  document  above  page  2).  The  memo  also 
states  that  information  can  be  asked  for,  a  discussion  can  be  held,  and  individual  Commissioners 
can  support  or  oppose  the  measure  on  their  own  time  with  their  own  individual  resources  so  they 
are  not  limited  in  that  way. 

7.  Process  for  Monthly  Reports/Updates  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Council  will  discuss 
ideas  for  providing  updates  and  monthly  reports  on  their  activities  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
(Discussion). 

Sponsors  &  Presenters:  Member  Carla  Short  and  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

Member  Short  reported  that  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  member^  discussed  a  process  for 
supplying  the  Board  of  Supervisors  with  monthly  reports/updates  as  a  result  of  a  discussion  that  the 
Council  held  at  their  July  meeting  on  how  they  could  become  more  relevant  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  Strategies  for  increasing  awareness  of  the  Council  were  discussed.  Vice-Chair  Quirke 
reported  that  the  Planning  Committee  thought  that  there  should  be  monthly  meetings  with  a 
representative  of  the  Council  (Council  Chair),  Dan  Sider  (Director  Mayor's  Office  of  Greening),  and 
a  Board  of  Supervisor's  representative  (Board  President)  to  update  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  its 
activities.  The  Planning  Committee  suggested  that  Dan  Sider  also  attend  the  Council's  monthly 
meetings  or  to  develop  another  mechanism  to  keep  him  informed  by  sending  him  Council  minutes. 
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Chair  Milne  suggested  creating  a  PR  memo  on  the  Council's  activities.  Member  Short  stated  that 
there  was  a  discussion  about  the  new  staff  person's  role  and  a  hope  that  he  or  she  could  take  a 
more  active  role  on  the  PR  side  with  public  officials  and  the  public.  Member  Short  suggested  that 
the  memo  could  go  to  all  Board  members,  not  just  to  the  Board  President.  It  was  explained  that  this 
would  be  an  effective  method  of  letting  them  know  that  the  Council  is  here  and  in  relaying  its 
monthly  activities.  Member  Rodgers  explained  that  the  Mayor's  Office  has  representatives  for  each 
district  and  recommended  including  more  offices  under  the  Mayor  and  to  include  the  members  of 
the  Director's  working  group,  which  has  directors  from  every  department  that  has  anything  to  do 
with  the  public  rights  of  way.  This  item  would  be  worked  on  additionally  when  a  new  staff  member 
joins  the  Council.  It  was  suggested  that  the  Chair  meet  with  a  representative  from  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  the  interim  on  a  regular  basis. 

Member  Blair  asked  Vice-Chair  Quirke  to  discuss  his  membership  on  the  Mayor's  Greening 
Council.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  discussed  his  membership  with  the  Mayor's  Green  Vision  Council,  which 
has  been  dormant  since  Marshall  Foster  left  his  position  as  the  City's  Greening  Director. 

8.  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  Amendments.  The  Council  will  hear  an  Informational  Report  on  future 
proposed  amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  (Explanatory  Document:  Landmark  Tree 
Ordinance  (PDF)  http://www.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances06/o0017-06.pdf) 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  he  had  spoken  with  a  representative  from  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  office 
on  the  Resolution  that  the  Council  passed  previously  suggesting  amendments  to  the  Ordinance  in 
the  interest  of  streamlining  the  process.  Other  amendments  suggested  included  the  amount  of  time 
from  when  a  nomination  is  introduced  to  the  time  the  Council  receives  a  nomination.  The  other  item 
had  to  do  with  notification  to  neighbors  that  were  within  a  300-foot  radius  from  the  side  of  a  tree. 
The  reason  the  item  is  pending  is  because  a  budget  has  not  been  identified  to  handle  the 
notification  process. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  in  the  meantime,  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  department  heads 
met  with  Supervisor  McGoldrick  and  offered  to  give  him  several  more  ideas,  but  the  ideas  were  not 
solidified.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  does  not  know  what  those  amendments  were.  It  was 
explained  that  there  would  not  be  further  action  on  this  item  for  at  least  a  few  more  weeks.  Member 
Short  stated  that  since  the  Ordinance  is  going  to  be  amended,  then  maybe  the  Council  could  take  a 
closer  look  at  other  potential  revisions  in  addition  to  streamlining  the  process.  Member  Short 
suggested  that  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  review  the  Ordinance  to  see  if  there  are  any 
other  suggestions  the  Council  would  like  to  make.  Member  Boss  requested  that  the  Council 
explore  the  possibility  of  either  this  Council  or  one  of  its  Committees  being  a  nominating  body. 
Chair  Milne  stated  that  three  City  Attorneys  had  explained  that  the  Council  could  not  be  the  body 
that  decides  its  own  nomination.  If  the  Council  nominates,  it  would  have  to  be  passed  along  to 
another  Committee,  not  just  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Member  Cohen  discussed  work  that  was  done  by  herself,  Paul  Sacamano,  Alexis  Harte,  Member 
Blair,  the  City  Attorney's  office,  and  Supervisor  Daly  on  the  landmark  tree  ordinance  and  the 
revisions  that  had  been  made  when  it  changed  sponsors  from  Supervisor  Daly  to  Supervisor 
McGoldrick.  Member  Short  suggested  reviewing  why  property  owners  that  nominate  a  tree  do  not 
receive  temporary  protected  status.  Member  Blair  suggested  protection  for  all  trees  that  have 
significant  qualities  as  well  as  landmark  trees.  Chair  Milne  recommended  working  on  short-term 
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suggestions  in  order  that  they  pass  instead  of  broadening  the  amendments  that  may  be  more 
difficult  to  pass.  Member  Cohen  discussed  researching  the  California  Oak  law  that  would  cover 
oaks  in  San  Francisco  without  further  intervention.  Member  Blair  recommended  that  a  more 
specific  tracking  form  be  added  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  web  site  in  order  to  inform 
the  community  of  all  nominated  trees. 

9.  Selection  and  Interview  Process  for  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Environmental  Assistant 
Position. 

Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  has  a  memorandum  from  Anne  Eng,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Program 
Manager  stating  that  more  than  100  applications  were  received  most  of  which  came  from  Friends  of 
the  Urban  Forest  or  the  Department  of  Public  Works.  It  was  stated  that  there  would  be  additional 
people  coming  in  for  interviews  and  that  someone  would  likely  be  hired  in  September. 

10.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Funding  Committee,  Chair, 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  September  4,  2007  at  12:00  p.m.  at  11  Grove  Street.  There 
was  no  report  given  at  this  time  as  the  Funding  Committee  has  not  met  recently. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short.    Member  Short  reported  that  this 
report  was  covered  under  Agenda  Item  7. 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  September  20,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 


•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss.  Member  Boss  discussed  (1)  the  August 
14  meeting  in  which  there  was  a  review  and  approval  of  the  tree  at  4124  -  23rd  Street  for 
landmark  status;  (2)  continuing  work  on  reviewing  the  evaluation  criteria  (continued  to 
the  September  1 1  meeting);  (3)  continuing  work  on  an  outreach  program  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  Department  heads  to  try  to  get  more  trees  nominated  for  landmark 
status  (September  1 1  meeting);  and  (4)  discussion  at  a  future  meeting  on  the  impacts  on 
the  community  and  property  owners  when  trees  have  been  granted  landmark  tree 
status. 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  September  1 1 ,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

11.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and  Discussion). 
Chair  Milne  appointed  Members  Miller  and  Sherk  to  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee.  Chair 
stated  that  there  was  a  discussion  earlier  in  the  meeting  on  improving  the  Department's  website 
and  that  it  is  in  process.  Member  Blair  volunteered  to  be  on  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee. 
Chair  Milne  stated  that  one  member  should  not  be  on  two  Committees,  as  it  would  not  allow  as 
much  participation  by  other  members. 

12.  New  Business  (Information  and  Discussion).  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  City  Attorney's  Office 
advised  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  is  the  adjudicating  body  that  votes  for  nominations  and 
cannot  nominate  trees.  Member  Boss  inquired  about  appointment  of  a  new  Council  member,  as  it 
is  one  member  short.   Council  Secretary  Fish  reported  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  be 
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considering- an  appointment  for  Larry  Costello's  previous  seat  by  a  Mr.  Malcolm  Hillan,  from  City 
College.  It  was  stated  that  previous  member  Costello  recommended  Mr.  Hillan  for  the  educational 
community  seat. 

13.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

14.  Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  Meeting  adjourned  at  7:48  p.m. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  the  Department  of  Environment,  1 1 
Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on 
the  Department  of  Environment's  webpage:  www.sfenvironment.com/;  or  by  clicking  on  the  links  by 
each  agenda  item  above;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above  address  or  telephone 
number  41 5-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5)Sf qov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a 
meeting. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 


Approved: 


SF  Environment 


GAVIN  NEWSOM,  MAYOR 
JARED  BLUMENFELD,  DIRECTOR 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL  REGULAR  MEETING 
APPROVED  MINUTES 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

Tuesday,  August  28,  2007  at  5:30  p.m. 

City  Hall,  Room  416  OCT  -  2  2007 

One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:39  p.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne;  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Miller,  Quirke  (6:10  p.m.),  Rodgers, 
Sherk,  and  Short/Excused:  Members  Habert,  Marks,  Nervo  and  Sustarich. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  July  27,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting.  Upon 
Motion  by  Council  Member  Cohen  and  second  by  Council  Member  Blair,  the  July  27,  2007  Meeting 
Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Members  Habert,  Marks,  Nervo,  Quirke,  and 
Sustarich)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  July  27,  2007  Regular  Meeting 
http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=65674).  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Rodent  and  Vegetation  Control.  Ms.  Helen  Zverina,  Department  of  Public  Health  will  explain  the 
Department  of  Public  Health  policy  for  managing  vegetation  when  rodent  control  is  needed.  Council 
members  may  ask  questions  and  discuss  management  options  (Informational  Presentation  and 
Discussion).  (Explanatory  Document:  DPH  Presentation  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/SFDPHPresen 
tation082807.pdf) 

Sponsor:  Member  Mike  Boss 
Presenter:  Ms.  Helen  Zverina,  Department  of  Public  Health 

Council  Member  Mike  Boss  stated  that  the  reason  this  item  is  before  the  Council  has  to  do  with 
observations  that  were  made  on  a  situation  close  to  his  house  where  trees  and  vegetation  had  been 
cut  down  because  of  orders  received  by  the  Health  Department  to  clear  the  lots  due  to  a  neighbor's 
complaint  about  rats.  Member  Boss  explained  that  crews  were  diligently  working  cutting  down  all  of 
these  trees  and  the  area  was  left  nice  and  tidy  to  bare  ground.  This  lot  is  owned  by  a  developer  who 
didn't  want  problems,  saw  the  order  to  clear  vegetation  and  interpreted  it  in  this  particular  matter. 
Member  Boss  stated  that  he  had  seen  the  Department  of  Public  Health's  order  and  it  did  not  say  to 
cut  everything  to  the  ground  or  remove  all  vegetation;  but  there  were  no  other  instructions  other 
than  to  clear  overgrowth.  It  was  explained  that  the  neighbor's  property  is  now  getting  flooded  for 
the  first  time  in  40  years  because  there  is  no  vegetation  to  absorb  the  runoff  water.  Three  or  four 
months  after,  there  is  a  canopy  of  aggressive  pioneer  weeds  causing  a  nuisance. 
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Member  Boss  discussed  another  situation  on  a  proposal  that  was  presented  to  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  to  landmark  a  tree  on  729  -  27th  Avenue  where  there  was  a  dispute  among  neighbors  about 
whether  a  holly  tree  was  going  to  be  cut  down.  In  listening  to  the  hearing,  the  neighbors 
complained  to  the  owners  of  the  tree  that  they  were  not  taking  care  of  their  property.  The  Health 
Department  came  out  and  issued  the  property  owner  an  order  to  clear  the  vegetation,  and  so  they 
clear-cut  their  yard  as  a  result  of  this  order.  The  neighbors  then  complained  that  she  was  a  butcher 
cutting  down  all  the  trees,  and  that  is  why  they  wanted  to  landmark  the  holly  to  prevent  her  from 
cutting  it  down.  Member  Boss  explained  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  values  the  urban  forest  as 
a  special  resource  and  discussed  all  of  the  benefits  of  the  urban  forest  as  explained  in  the  Urban 
Forest  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  these  are  two  situations  that  the  Health  Department  did  a  good  job 
but  it  resulted  in  forfeiting  an  urban  forestry  goal  for  the  city.  Member  Boss  asked  for  a  presentation 
on  the  Health  Department's  practices  and  offered  to  work  with  the  department  so  their  goals  do  not 
end  up  forfeiting  other  city  goals. 

Ms.  Helen  Zverina,  Senior  Environmental  Health  Inspector  reported  that  the  Department  of  Public 
Health  (SFDPH)  is  enforcing  the  Health  Code  that  a  property  is  to  be  maintained  free  of  public 
nuisances  that  affect  neighbors  and  the  neighborhood,  not  just  a  personal  living  space.  The  Health 
Code  defines  one  of  the  nuisances  as  vegetation  overgrowth,  which  provides  a  habitat  for  vectors 
of  disease;  e.g.,  rodents,  mosquitoes,  raccoons,  and  skunks.  Ms.  Zverina  discussed  when  a  yard  or 
open  space  is  considered  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  Health  Code;  e.g.,  regular  visits  to  assess 
conditions  and  do  maintenance,  regular  litter  and  refuse  removal;  no  standing  water  source  for 
mosquitoes  to  breed;  items  should  be  stored  so  they  do  not  provide  food,  water,  or  harborage  for 
rodents  or  mosquitoes;  and  fruit  and  other  produce  are  promptly  harvested  (see  explanatory 
document  above).  It  was  stated  that  when  the  property  is  not  maintained  with  these  guidelines,  it 
would  soon  become  a  "public  health  nuisance"  affecting  neighbors  and  resulting  in  a  "notice  of 
violation"  (NOV)  for  vegetation  overgrowth  issued  by  SFDPH.  It  was  explained  that  notices  are  not 
usually  issued  about  trees  except  in  a  situation  when  a  tree  is  overhanging  a  roof  and  there  are  rats 
around.  They  will  ask  that  trees  be  trimmed  away  from  the  building.  An  order  has  never  been 
given  to  remove  a  tree  and  people  are  cautioned  not  to  harm  a  tree,  just  to  prune  it  back.  It  is  not  a 
policy  to  tell  people  that  they  can't  clear  the  lot  if  that  is  what  they  choose  to  do,  but  they  do  not 
advise  it  on  steep  hillsides.  It  was  explained  that  the  NOV  notices  are  complaint  driven. 

Ms.  Zverina  explained  the  difference  between  an  "eyesore"  versus  a  "public  health  nuisance"  where 
a  neglected  property  may  be  an  eyesore  but  not  a  nuisance  as  defined  by  the  SFDPH  code.  If  a 
complaint  is  received,  the  property  owner  or  tenants  receive  a  letter  from  SFDPH  informing  them 
that  a  complaint  was  received  and  that  corrections  should  be  made.  However,  compliance  is 
voluntary  and  there  is  no  follow-up  or  enforcement.  It  was  explained  that  if  grass  is  only  knee  high, 
it  is  not  a  health  violation.  Other  jurisdictions  have  set  their  standard  at  12  inches.  San  Francisco 
considers  knee  high  about  two  feet.  If  the  grass  is  two  feet  high,  then  a  notice  is  sent  out  and  then 
followed  up  with  enforcement  that  can  even  go  as  far  as  the  City  Attorney's  Office,  even  in  the  case 
of  a  weedy  lot.  After  a  hearing,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  may  be  asked  to  clear  the 
lot  and  they  usually  go  to  the  ground.  Ms.  Zverina  recommended  that  DPW  be  part  of  the 
discussion  on  this  topic. 

Ms.  Zverina  stated  that  control  of  a  rodent  infestation  is  likely  to  require  additional  outdoor  control 
measures  on  more  than  one  parcel  of  property,  including  City-owned  land;  e.g.,  measures  that 
include  heavy  pruning  of  vines,  ground  cover,  brambles  and  shrubbery;  trimming  tree  branches  that 
give  access  to  structures;  clearing  fences  of  vegetation;  installing  shields  that  prevent  rats  from 
climbing  trees;  clearing  the  ground  around  foundations,  etc.  It  was  explained  that  part  of  their  job  is 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

August  28,  2007  Approved  Meeting  Minutes 

Page  3 


to  educate  people  on  their  responsibilities  to  maintain  their  property  so  it  does  not  cause  a  nuisance 
for  the  neighbors  and  the  entire  neighborhood. 

It  was  stated  that  there  are  responsible  property  owners  that  do  a  great  job  and  people  who  like  to 
do  gardening.  The  problem  is  usually  caused  when  the  property  owner  is  not  on  sight. 
Chair  Milne  asked  if  the  Department  visits  a  site  first  before  issuing  an  order  or  a  letter.  Ms.  Zverina 
confirmed  that  was  the  case.  Chair  Milne  suggested  that  for  properties  that  have  trees,  to  underline 
the  fact  in  the  order  that  trees  should  not  be  harmed  or  taken  out.  Ms.  Zverina  stated  that  was  a 
good  suggestion. 

Member  Rodgers  stated  that  she  is  interested  in  seeing  an  example  of  an  actual  order  that  is  being 
sent  to  property  owners  and  suggested  a  discussion  with  relevant  agencies  and  the  public.  Ms. 
Zverina  stated  that  the  notice  only  requests  that  overgrown  vegetation  be  removed  and  there  is  very 
little  in  the  way  of  specifics.  SFDPH  often  gets  calls  with  the  question  to  clarify  the  order  and 
requests  are  made  for  them  to  come  out  to  show  what  to  trim  down,  which  they  are  happy  to  do. 
Ms.  Zverina  explained  that  SFDPH  is  looking  to  develop  a  handout  to  go  along  with  the  notices  that 
will  clarify  some  of  these  points. 

Member  Boss  stated  that  the  letters  that  go  out  with  the  simple  instructions  to  clear  overgrown 
vegetation  is  a  root  of  the  problem.  A  request  was  made  that  the  handouts  contain  more  specific 
wording  in  order  to  protect  trees  and  the  rest  of  the  vegetation;  e.g.,  what  does  overgrown 
vegetation  mean?  What  does  a  weed  mean?  Member  Boss  explained  that  he  is  a  professional 
gardener  and  if  everything  that  was  presented  today  was  applied,  they  would  have  to  clear  most  of 
the  gardens  that  they  take  care  of.  Ms.  Zverina  welcomed  input  into  the  process. 

Member  Short  suggested  that  tree  limbs  that  are  overhanging  roofs  should  be  addressed  more 
specifically  in  the  notices  of  violations  and  should  include  guidelines.  Member  Short  stated  that 
clarification  is  needed  because  people  may  think  that  if  there  is  a  limb  over  their  house  that  may  be 
fifteen  feet  away,  that  they  are  going  to  have  rats.  Ms.  Zverina  stated  that  they  usually  do  not 
address  trees  and  if  they  do,  it  is  the  property  owner  that  says  they  have  found  rats  in  their  attic  and 
asks  what  they  should  be  doing.  Then  the  advice  would  be  to  cut  back  the  tree,  look  at 
downspouts,  and  screen  all  openings.  It  is  then  up  to  the  property  owner.  If  it  was  an  apartment 
building  and  rats  are  getting  into  the  upper  unit  that  would  be  a  situation  where  they  could  say  that 
the  tree  has  to  be  cut  back  because  that  is  how  they  are  getting  into  the  people's  living  unit. 

Member  Sherk  asked  if  SFDPH  has  a  position  on  California  native  habitats  and  whether  SFDPH 
thinks  it  is  a  good  idea  in  an  urban  context  to  bring  in  a  native  environment.  Ms.  Zverina  stated  that 
there  has  been  no  discussion  on  this  issue,  but  that  she  likes  the  idea  of  raptors,  which  is  a  method 
of  rodent  control.  Member  Sherk  advised  that  the  species  that  are  causing  all  the  problems  are 
primarily  non-native  species.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  a  public  health  benefit  to  having  a  more  wild 
or  natural  environment.  Ms.  Zverina  discussed  public  land  problems,  stating  that  a  notice  is  issued 
to  the  agency  that  has  jurisdiction,  but  it  cannot  be  enforced.  Member  Sherk  stated  that  there  is  an 
opportunity  to  open  a  conversation  with  more  stakeholders  to  look  at  ecological  principles  as 
solutions  to  some  of  these  issues.  The  short  term  of  cutting  things  down  may  not  be  the  only 
solution.  Ms.  Zverina  explained  that  she  attends  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM)  meetings 
where  one  of  their  primary  methods  for  rodent  control  is  to  keep  vegetation  to  a  manageable  level 
instead  of  poisoning. 

Member  Blair  discussed  a  situation  where  the  pleasure  of  her  daily  life  changed  by  removal  of  ivy 
from  the  building  and  added  that  some  greenscape  on  buildings  may  be  a  real  asset.  Member  Blair 
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stated  that  the  ivy  was  a  nesting  place  for  birds  right  near  her  window.  Someone  complained  about 
a  rodent,  and  now  they  have  hard  ugly  hardscape  to  look  at.  Member  Blair  discussed  educational 
center  buildings  that  are  ivy  colored  and  stated  that  she  would  like  for  some  consideration  be  given 
to  some  growth  to  soften  hardscape  buildings  and  asked  if  there  was  an  alternative  to  taking  the  ivy 
off.  Member  Zverina  stated  she  would  like  to  find  a  solution  to  rodent  control  in  an  ivy-covered 
environment. 

Council  members  discussed  contacting  Ms.  Zverina  with  their  suggestions  for  language  to  the 
notice  and  handout. 

4.  Hearing  on  Nomination  for  Landmark  Tree  Status.  The  Council  will  hold  a  hearing  to  determine 
whether  the  Coast  Live  Oak  Tree  located  at  4124  -  23rd  Street  meets  the  criteria  for  designation 
as  a  landmark  tree  (Explanatory  Documents:  Nomination  form  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2Q07/LandmarkTree 
NominationForm41 2423rdSt.pdf,  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Evaluation  Forms  (PDF) 
http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/EvaluationFor 
ms.pdf,  Written  Summary  of  Findings  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/QueAqr4124- 
23rdStWrittenSummarv.doc,  Pictures  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/412423rdStPic 
tures.pdf ,  Supporting  Letters  and  Petition  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/412423rdStSu 
pportinqDocs.pdf)  (Discussion  and  Action). 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  hearing,  the  Council  will  vote  on  whether  to  approve  or  reject  the 
nomination  and  shall  adopt  written  findings  to  support  its  decision.  The  Council  will  forward 
approved  nominations  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  further  consideration. 

Presenter:  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Chair  Mike  Boss 

Member  Boss  reported  that  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  held  a  hearing  on  August  14  and  voted 
3-0  to  approve  landmark  status  on  this  tree  with  findings  outlined  in  the  "Written  Summary  of 
Findings"  explanatory  document  and  added  an  additional  finding  of  significant  neighborhood 
appreciation  based  on  the  neighborhood  petition  with  27  signatures  to  support  landmark  tree  status. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Tom  Lucchini  read  a  statement  from  Robert  and  Susan  Call,  the  property 
owners,  who  were  unable  to  attend  the  meeting: 

The  tree  has  already  been  visited  and  examined  by  a  number  of  arborists  (names  were  stated), 
all  of  who  have  described  the  tree  as  a  healthy  tree  with  many  years  of  life  ahead.  After 
Supervisor  Bevan  Dufty  initially  nominated  it  last  fall,  a  meeting  was  held  in  which  Bo  Hayward, 
Grace  Ma,  Carla  Short,  AnMarie  Rodgers,  Keith  Mather,  Joseph  Duffy,  and  Paul  Sacamano 
visited  the  tree  and  agreed  that  it  was  important  that  it  be  protected.  There  is  also  significant 
neighborhood  support  as  evidenced  by  the  petition  and  wishes  there  was  more  time  to  gather 
more  signatures.  So  far,  there  has  been  no  opposition  to  the  landmarking  and  is  hoping  the 
Council  will  grant  landmark  tree  status. 

Member  Cohen  recommended  being  careful  when  checking  the  "Age-Significantly  Advanced" 
category  on  the  Evaluation  Criteria  Form  and  discussed  the  clarity  of  the  subcategories  under  the 
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Age  field.  Member  Cohen  suggested  checking  "mature"  instead  of  significantly  advanced  for  this 
tree. 

Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke  and  second  by  Member  Rodgers,  the  Council  approved 
landmark  tree  status  for  the  Coast  Live  Oak  Tree  located  at  4124  -  23rd  Street  without  objection. 
(AYES:  Members  Milne,  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Miller,  Quirke,  Sherk,  Rodgers,  and  Short; 
NOES:  None;  ABSENT:  Members  Habert,  Nervo,  Marks,  and  Sustarich). 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Boss  and  second  by  Member  Short  without  objection,  Council  Members 
approved  the  Motion  that  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  endorsement  with  the 
following  findings: 

•  The  tree  is  uncommon  in  San  Francisco 

•  The  tree  was  notably  large  for  a  tree  of  the  species  in  SF,  and  had  a  majestic  canopy 

•  As  a  tree  species  native  to  San  Francisco,  the  tree  had  natural  historical  value 

•  The  tree  was  visible  from  several  viewpoints,  near  (e.g.  the  nearest  corner  at  23rd  Street  and 
Castro)  and  far  (from  Twin  Peaks) 

•  As  a  tree  species  native  to  San  Francisco,  it  is  important  for  wildlife  habitat 

•  The  tree  had  character-defining  form,  and  was  a  fine  example  of  the  species 

•  The  tree  was  in  good  condition 

•  Significant  neighborhood  appreciation 

5.  Urban  Forestry  Council  Bylaws  Amendment-Council  members  will  discuss  and  vote  on  a 
possible  Bylaws  change  Resolution  to  combine  the  functions  of  the  Planning  and  Policy  and 
Funding  Committees  and  vote  on  additional  recommendations  for  changes  to  the 
Council's/Committees'  meeting  schedule  and  structure.  (Explanatory  document:  Draft  Resolution  for 
proposed  Bylaws  change  (Word) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/File2007-09- 
UFCAmendBvlaws.doc  and  Notice  of  Proposed  Bylaws  Amendment  (PDF) 
http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc/supportinq/2007/BvlawsChanq 
eNotice.PDF)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  this  item  was  discussed  at  the  previous  meeting  because  the  Department  of 
the  Environment  was  interested  in  condensing  the  Council's  meetings.  It  was  stated  that  the 
Funding  Committee  does  not  have  a  lot  of  activity  and  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  meets 
regularly.  Chair  Milne  explained  that  the  other  consideration  would  be  to  vote  on  increasing 
membership  to  each  Committee  to  seven  members  from  five  in  order  to  enable  most  members  to 
participate  in  committee  work  and  for  meeting  quorum  purposes. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Boss  and  second  by  Member  Rodgers,  an  amendment  to  Resolution  No. 
2007-09-UFC  to  change  the  Committee  membership  from  seven  to  five  members  and  to  approve 
consolidation  of  the  two  Committees  DID  NOT  PASS  (VOTE:  6-4)  AYES:  Members  Boss,  Cohen, 
Miller,  Quirke,  Rodgers,  and  Short;  NOES:  Members  Milne,  Blair,  Griswold,  and  Sherk;  Absent: 
Members  Habert,  Nervo,  Marks,  and  Sustarich;  1  Vacant. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Miller  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  an  amendment  to  Resolution  No. 
2007-09-UFC  to  change  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  membership  to  seven  members,  to 
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keep  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee  membership  at  five  members,  and  to  approve  consolidating 
the  Planning  and  Policy  and  Funding  Committee  into  one  committee,  the  "Planning  and  Funding" 
Committee  was  APPROVED  without  objection.  All  AYES  10-0.  Absent:  Members  Habert,  Nervo, 
Marks,  and  Sustarich;  1  Vacant. 

6.  Political  Activity  by  City  Officers  and  Employees  Memorandum  and  the  November  2007 
Ballot  Measure:  "Parking  for  Neighborhoods  Initiative."  The  Council  will  discuss  legal 
requirements  for  political  activity  by  City  Officers  and  Employees  as  it  relates  to  opposing  or 
supporting  ballot  initiatives.  (Explanatory  Document:  "Political  Activity  by  City  Officers  and 
Employees"  Memorandum  (PDF) 

http://www.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/citvattornev/opinions/2006-NOV-POLI.PDF)  (Discussion) 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  Deputy  City  Attorney  has  advised  that  the  Council  cannot  vote  to 
support  or  oppose  ballot  initiatives  once  they  are  placed  on  the  ballot.  The  Council  can  vote  if  it 
were  not  a  ballot  initiative.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  City  Attorney's  Office  "Political  Activity  by 
City  Officers  and  Employees"  memorandum  that  outlines  legal  requirements  is  included  in  the 
packet  (see  explanatory  document  above).  Chair  Milne  stated  there  has  been  a  de-emphasis  of 
support  for  this  measure  and  it  is  not  going  to  be  campaigned  for.  There  are  several  neighborhood 
groups  in  the  City  that  are  actively  campaigning  against  it,  and  a  substitute  initiative  will  be  on  the 
ballot  that  encompasses  parking  issues  that  is  supposed  to  override  Proposition  H. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  the  City  Attorney's  memorandum  references  Commissions,  and  asked 
whether  the  memo  would  encompass  the  Council.  Council  Secretary  Fish  advised  that  the 
memorandum  references  Boards  and  Commissions.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  since  the  question  was 
asked  directly  to  the  City  Attorney's  Office  in  the  context  of  the  Council,  that  it  would  apply  to  the 
Council.  Member  Short  stated  that  the  Council  has  appointed  members  and  the  memo  applies  to 
any  appointed  Board  or  Commission.  It  was  explained  that  page  2  of  the  memo,  the  top  example  is 
what  applies  to  the  Council  directly  (see  explanatory  document  above  page  2).  The  memo  also 
states  that  information  can  be  asked  for,  a  discussion  can  be  held,  and  individual  Commissioners 
can  support  or  oppose  the  measure  on  their  own  time  with  their  own  individual  resources  so  they 
are  not  limited  in  that  way. 

7.  Process  for  Monthly  Reports/Updates  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Council  will  discuss 
ideas  for  providing  updates  and  monthly  reports  on  their  activities  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
(Discussion). 

Sponsors  &  Presenters:  Member  Carla  Short  and  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

Member  Short  reported  that  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  members  discussed  a  process  for 
supplying  the  Board  of  Supervisors  with  monthly  reports/updates  as  a  result  of  a  discussion  that  the 
Council  held  at  their  July  meeting  on  how  they  could  become  more  relevant  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  Strategies  for  increasing  awareness  of  the  Council  were  discussed.  Vice-Chair  Quirke 
reported  that  the  Planning  Committee  thought  that  there  should  be  monthly  meetings  with  a 
representative  of  the  Council  (Council  Chair),  Dan  Sider  (Director  Mayor's  Office  of  Greening),  and 
a  Board  of  Supervisor's  representative  (Board  President)  to  update  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  its 
activities.  The  Planning  Committee  suggested  that  Dan  Sider  also  attend  the  Council's  monthly 
meetings  or  to  develop  another  mechanism  to  keep  him  informed  by  sending  him  Council  minutes. 
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Chair  Milne  suggested  creating  a  PR  memo  on  the  Council's  activities.  Member  Short  stated  that 
there  was  a  discussion  about  the  new  staff  person's  role  and  a  hope  that  he  or  she  could  take  a 
more  active  role  on  the  PR  side  with  public  officials  and  the  public.  Member  Short  suggested  that 
the  memo  could  go  to  all  Board  members,  not  just  to  the  Board  President.  It  was  explained  that  this 
would  be  an  effective  method  of  letting  them  know  that  the  Council  is  here  and  in  relaying  its 
monthly  activities.  Member  Rodgers  explained  that  the  Mayor's  Office  has  representatives  for  each 
district  and  recommended  including  more  offices  under  the  Mayor  and  to  include  the  members  of 
the  Director's  working  group,  which  has  directors  from  every  department  that  has  anything  to  do 
with  the  public  rights  of  way.  This  item  would  be  worked  on  additionally  when  a  new  staff  member 
joins  the  Council.  It  was  suggested  that  the  Chair  meet  with  a  representative  from  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  the  interim  on  a  regular  basis. 

Member  Blair  asked  Vice-Chair  Quirke  to  discuss  his  membership  on  the  Mayor's  Greening 
Council.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  discussed  his  membership  with  the  Mayor's  Green  Vision  Council,  which 
has  been  dormant  since  Marshall  Foster  left  his  position  as  the  City's  Greening  Director. 

8.  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  Amendments,  The  Council  will  hear  an  Informational  Report  on  future 
proposed  amendments  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  (Explanatory  Document:  Landmark  Tree 
Ordinance  (PDF)  http://www.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances06/o0017-06.pdf) 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Sponsor  &  Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  he  had  spoken  with  a  representative  from  Supervisor  McGoldrick's  office 
on  the  Resolution  that  the  Council  passed  previously  suggesting  amendments  to  the  Ordinance  in 
the  interest  of  streamlining  the  process.  Other  amendments  suggested  included  the  amount  of  time 
from  when  a  nomination  is  introduced  to  the  time  the  Council  receives  a  nomination.  The  other  item 
had  to  do  with  notification  to  neighbors  that  were  within  a  300-foot  radius  from  the  side  of  a  tree. 
The  reason  the  item  is  pending  is  because  a  budget  has  not  been  identified  to  handle  the 
notification  process. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  in  the  meantime,  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  department  heads 
met  with  Supervisor  McGoldrick  and  offered  to  give  him  several  more  ideas,  but  the  ideas  were  not 
solidified.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  does  not  know  what  those  amendments  were.  It  was 
explained  that  there  would  not  be  further  action  on  this  item  for  at  least  a  few  more  weeks.  Member 
Short  stated  that  since  the  Ordinance  is  going  to  be  amended,  then  maybe  the  Council  could  take  a 
closer  look  at  other  potential  revisions  in  addition  to  streamlining  the  process.  Member  Short 
suggested  that  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  review  the  Ordinance  to  see  if  there  are  any 
other  suggestions  the  Council  would  like  to  make.  Member  Boss  requested  that  the  Council 
explore  the  possibility  of  either  this  Council  or  one  of  its  Committees  being  a  nominating  body. 
Chair  Milne  stated  that  three  City  Attorneys  had  explained  that  the  Council  could  not  be  the  body 
that  decides  its  own  nomination.  If  the  Council  nominates,  it  would  have  to  be  passed  along  to 
another  Committee,  not  just  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Member  Cohen  discussed  work  that  was  done  by  herself,  Paul  Sacamano,  Alexis  Harte,  Member 
Blair,  the  City  Attorney's  office,  and  Supervisor  Daly  on  the  landmark  tree  ordinance  and  the 
revisions  that  had  been  made  when  it  changed  sponsors  from  Supervisor  Daly  to  Supervisor 
McGoldrick.  Member  Short  suggested  reviewing  why  property  owners  that  nominate  a  tree  do  not 
receive  temporary  protected  status.  Member  Blair  suggested  protection  for  all  trees  that  have 
significant  qualities  as  well  as  landmark  trees.  Chair  Milne  recommended  working  on  short-term 
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suggestions  in  order  that  they  pass  instead  of  broadening  the  amendments  that  may  be  more 
difficult  to  pass.  Member  Cohen  discussed  researching  the  California  Oak  law  that  would  cover 
oaks  in  San  Francisco  without  further  intervention.  Member  Blair  recommended  that  a  more 
specific  tracking  form  be  added  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  web  site  in  order  to  inform 
the  community  of  all  nominated  trees. 

9.  Selection  and  Interview  Process  for  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Environmental  Assistant 
Position. 

Presenter:  Chair  Terry  Milne 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  has  a  memorandum  from  Anne  Eng,  stating  that  more  than  100 
applications  were  received  most  of  which  came  from  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  or  the  Department 
of  Public  Works.  It  was  stated  that  there  would  be  additional  people  coming  in  for  interviews  and 
that  someone  would  likely  be  hired  in  September. 

10.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Funding  Committee,  Chair, 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  September  4,  2007  at  12:00  p.m.  at  11  Grove  Street.  There 
was  no  report  given  at  this  time  as  the  Funding  Committee  has  not  met  recently. 

•  Planning  &  Policy  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short.    Member  Short  reported  that  this 
report  was  covered  under  Agenda  Item  7. 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  September  20,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 


•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss.  Member  Boss  discussed  (1)  the  August 
14  meeting  in  which  there  was  a  review  and  approval  of  the  tree  at  4124  -  23rd  Street  for 
landmark  status;  (2)  continuing  work  on  reviewing  the  evaluation  criteria  (continued  to 
the  September  1 1  meeting);  (3)  continuing  work  on  an  outreach  program  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  Department  heads  to  try  to  get  more  trees  nominated  for  landmark 
status  (September  1 1  meeting);  and  (4)  discussion  at  a  future  meeting  on  the  impacts  on 
the  community  and  property  owners  when  trees  have  been  granted  landmark  tree 
status. 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  September  1 1 ,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

11.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and  Discussion). 
Chair  Milne  appointed  Members  Miller  and  Sherk  to  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee.  Chair 
stated  that  there  was  a  discussion  earlier  in  the  meeting  on  improving  the  Department's  website 
and  that  it  is  in  process.  Member  Blair  volunteered  to  be  on  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee. 
Chair  Milne  stated  that  one  member  should  not  be  on  two  Committees,  as  it  would  not  allow  as 
much  participation  by  other  members. 

12.  New  Business  (Information  and  Discussion).  Chair  Milne  stated  that  the  City  Attorney's  Office 
advised  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  is  the  adjudicating  body  that  votes  for  nominations  and 
cannot  nominate  trees.  Member  Boss  inquired  about  appointment  of  a  new  Council  member,  as  it 
is  one  member  short.   Council  Secretary  Fish  reported  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  be 
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considering  an  appointment  for  Larry  Costello's  previous  seat  by  a  Mr.  Malcolm  Hillan,  from  City 
College.  It  was  stated  that  previous  member  Costello  recommended  Mr.  Hillan  for  the  educational 
community  seat. 

13.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

14.  Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  Meeting  adjourned  at  7:48  p.m. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  the  Department  of  Environment,  1 1 
Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  or  when  possible,  on 
the  Department  of  Environment's  webpage:  www.sfenvironment.com/:  or  by  clicking  on  the  links  by 
each  agenda  item  above;  or,  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary,  at  the  above  address  or  telephone 
number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. FishQjSfgov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a 
meeting. 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Urban  Forestry  Council 


Approved:  August  28,  2007 
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1  [Resolution  Endorsing  Landmark  Tree  Status  for  the  Coast  Live  Oak  Tree  (Quercus 

2  agrifolia)  located  at  41 24  -  23rd  Street] 

3 

4  WHEREAS,  Public  Works  Code,  Article  1 6,  Section  810  charges  the  Urban 

5  Forestry  Council  to  examine  nominated  landmark  trees  using  criteria  approved  by  the 

6  Board  of  Supervisors;  and, 

7  WHEREAS,  the  Coast  Live  Oak  Tree  (Quercus  agrifolia)  located  at  41 24  -  23rd 

8  Street  fulfills  the  landmark  tree  criteria  that  includes: 

9  Rare:  The  tree  is  uncommon  in  San  Francisco. 

10  Size:  The  tree  is  notably  large  for  a  tree  of  its  species  in  San  Francisco  and  has 

n  a  majestic  canopy. 

tt>7  *v 

12  Historical  Association:  As  a  tree  species  native  to  San  Francisco,  the  tree  has 

13  natural  historical  value. 

14  Important  Wildlife  Habitat:  As  a  tree  species  native  to  San  Francisco,  it  is 

15  important  for  wildlife  habitat. 

16  Character  Defining  Form:  The  tree  has  character-defining  form  and  was  a  fine 
n  example  of  the  species. 

18  Tree  Condition:  The  tree  was  in  good  condition. 

19  Prominent  Landscape  Feature:  The  tree  was  visible  from  several  viewpoints, 

20  (e.g.  the  nearest  corner  at  23rd  Street  and  Castro)  and  far  (from  Twin  Peaks) 

21  Neighborhood  Appreciation:  A  neighborhood  petition  of  support  for  landmarking 

22  the  tree  was  signed  with  27  signatures. 

23  WHEREAS,  This  tree  provides  social,  environmental  and  economic  benefits  to 

24  the  property,  neighborhood  and  city;  now,  therefore  be  it 

25  RESOLVED,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  recommends  the  Coast  Live  Oak  Tree 

26  (Quercus  agrifolia)  located  at  4124  -  23rd  Street  for  landmark  status  to  the  Board  of 

27  Supervisors. 

28  DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

SEP  -  4  2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 
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August  28,  2007 


1  I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's 

2  Regular  Meeting  on  August  28,  2007. 


5  Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

6 

7  VOTE:    Landmark  Tree  Status  Approved  (10-0)  (4  Absent)  (1  Vacant) 

8  Ayes:     Council  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Miller,  Milne,  Quirke,  Sherk, 

9  Rodgers,  and  Short 

10  Noes:  None 

n  Absent:    Council  Members  Habert,  Nervo,  Marks  and  Sustarich 
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Y/itfoi  DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

1      [Amendment  of  Urban  Forestry  Council  Bylaws.]  SEP  -  4  2007 

2 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

3  Resolution  amending  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Bylaws  to  amend  its  meeting 

4  schedule  and  Committee  structure. 

5  WHEREAS,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  at  its  August  28,  2007  meeting  considered 

6  and  approved  combining  the  functions  of  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committees  into  one 

7  Committee  that  will  be  called  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  and  changing  the 

8  membership  of  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  to  seven  members;  and 

9  WHEREAS,  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  voted  to  approve  revision  of  its  Bylaws  to 

1 0  reflect  the  consolidation  of  functions  of  the  two  Committees  into  one  Committee  and  to 

1 1  change  the  membership  of  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  to  seven  members;  now, 

12  therefore,  be  it 

13  RESOLVED,  the  Bylaws  Article  VIII  -  Committees,  Section  4:  Standing  Committees, 

14  Section  5:  The  Planning  and  Policy  Committee,  Section  6:  The  Funding  Committee,  and 
15-     Section  7:  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

16  •  ... 

17  Section  4:  Standing  Committees 

1 8  The  Council  shall  have  twg  three  standing  committees:  (1 )  Planning  and  Policy 

19  Funding:  (2)  Funding,  and  (3-2)  Landmark  Tree.  Each  Committoo  shall  havo  fivo  mombors. 

20  The  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  shall  have  seven  members.  The  Landmark  Tree 

21  Committee  shall  have  five  members.  The  Planning  and  Petiev-Fundina  Committee  shall  meet 

22  on  the  third  Thursday  of  each  month  from  4  pm  to  5:30  pm,  except  in  the  case  of  a  City- 

23  recognized  holiday,  when  the  meeting  shall  be  held  on  the  following  Wednesday  of  that  month 

24  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  ground  floor  conference  room  located  at  1 1  Grove 

25  Street  in  San  Francisco.  The  Funding  Committoo  shall  moet  bi  monthly  on  the  Fourth 
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1  Tuesday  of  January,  March,  May,  July,  September  and  Novombor  at  12  pm,  oxcopt  in  tho 

2  case  of  a  City-recognized  holiday,  when  tho  mooting  shall  bo  hold  on  tho  following  Tuesday  in 

3  tho  Department  of  tho  Environment's  ground  floor  conforonco  room  located  at  1 1  Grovo  Stroot 

4  in  San  Francisco.  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  shall  meet  monthly  on  the  2nd  Tuesday  at 

5  4:00  p.m.,  in  City  Hall,  Room  421  in  San  Francisco.  This  information  shall  be  posted  on  SF 

6  Environment's  website. 
7 

8  Section  5:  The  Planning  and  Policy  Funding  Committee 

9  The  Planning  and  Funding  Policy  Committee  shall  make  recommendations  to  the 

10  Council  on  project  plans  for  major  publicly  sponsored  developments  and  civic  improvements 

1 1  and  changes  of  the  public  right  of  way  as  they  impact  trees.  The  Committee  shall  £1}  examine 

12  and  make  policy  recommendations  to  the  Council  regarding  other  urban  forest  and  tree 

13  issues;  (2)  It  will  make  recommendations  to  the  Council  regarding  facilitating  an  assessment 

14  (inventory)  of  the  current  condition  of  the  Urban  Forest,  and  navigating  and  overseeing  tho 

15  dovolopment  of  a  comprohensivo  Urban  Forestry  Plan  for  tho  City  and  County  of  San 

16  Francisco.  Moreover,  tho  Planning  and  Policy  Committoo  will  outline  and  draft  an  overall  plan 

17  for  the  health  and  well  being  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  within  one  year  of  the 

18  committoo's  croation.  for  approval  and  adoption  bv  tho  full  Council.  (3)  The  Planning  and 

1 9  Policy  Committoo  will  review  the  Urban  Forestfy  Plan  on  an  annual  basis  thereafter  and  wttl 

20  make  recommendations  for  any  changes  to  the  full  Council  for  adoption-,  £4)  Tho  Funding 

21  Committoo  shall  make  recommendations  to  the  Council  on  funding  opportunities  and  staffing 

22  needs,  on  opportunities  for  urban  forest  programs  and  on  securing  and  encouraging 

23  commitment  of  adequate  resources  for  tree  programs-^  (5)  Tho  committee  will  also  review 

24  urban  forestry  program  budget  priorities  and  make  recommendations  about  Urban  Forestry 

25  funding  requirements  to  the  full  Council;  investigate  and  pursue  funding  options  for  various 
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1  urban  forestfy-activities,  and  dotormine  whether  thore  arc  opportunities  to  improve  efficiency 

2  and  eliminate  possible  redundancies  among  managing  agencies  through  citywido 

3  coordination  of  tree  operations.  Moreover,  the  Funding  Committee  will  develop  a  citywido 

4  budget  for  the  health  and  well  being  of  San  Francisco's  Urban  Forest  within  six  months  of  the 

5  committee's  creation,  for  approval  and  adoption  by  the  Full  Council.  The  Funding  Committee 

6  will  review  the  Urban  Forest  Council's  Budget  on  an  annual  basis  thereafter,  and  will  make 

7  recommendations  for  any  changes  to  the  full  Council  for  adoption. 
8 

9  Section  6:  The  Funding  Committee 

10 

11  Section  6  7-:  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

12 

13  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  shall  make  preliminary  recommendations  to  the 

14  Council  on  nominated  trees  proposed  for  landmark  status.  The  Committee  shall  conduct 

15  individual  site  visits,  complete  evaluation  forms  to  review  at  regular  monthly  meetings  as 

16  nominations  are  received,  and  vote  on  landmark  tree  nominations  to  present  to  the  full 

1 7  Council  for  their  consideration  and  adoption.  It  will  prepare  a  written  summary  of  the 

18  evaluation  forms  and  include  individual  evaluation  forms  to  present  to  the  full  Council  for 

19  review.  The  Chair  of  the  Committee  shall  verbally  report  on  the  written  summary  at  Council 

20  meetings. 
21 

22  I  hereby  certify  that  this  Resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forest  Council  s  Regular 

23  Meeting  on  August  28,  2007. 

Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

25 
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1      VOTE:  Approved  (10-0)  (4  Absent)  (1  Vacant) 

*      Ayes:    Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Miller,  Milne,  Quirke,  Rodgers,  Sherk,  Short 

3 

4  Noes:  None 

5  Absent:  Members  Habert,  Nervo,  Marks,  Sustarich 
6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 

23 

24 

25 
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San  Francisco  Urban  Forestry  Council 


BYLAWS 

Article  I  -  Identification 
Article  II  -  Creation  and  Mission 
Article  III  -  Urban  Forestry  Council 
Article  IV  -  Officers 
Article  V  -  Council  Staff 
Article  VI  -  Meetings 
Article  VII  -  Voting 
Article  VIII  -  Committees 
Article  IX  -  Parliamentary  Procedures 
Article  X  -  Code  of  Ethics 
Article  XI  -  Amendment  of  Bylaws 


Bylaws  Adopted  on  August  28,  2007 


URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 
BYLAWS 


Article  I  -  Identification 

Section  1 :  Name 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council 

Section  2:  Compliance  with  Applicable  Laws 

The  Council  shall  comply  with  all  applicable  laws,  including  but  not  limited  to  the  Ralph 
M.  Brown  Act  (Cal.  Government  Code  Section  54950  et  seq.)  and  the  San  Francisco  Sunshine 
Ordinance  (San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.1  et  seq.)  in  publishing  notices, 
agendas,  and  minutes  and  carrying  out  its  operations  and  functions.  Where  publication  or  posting 
on  a  website  is  required,  the  Council  shall  use  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  website. 

Article  II  -  Creation  and  Mission 

Section  1 :  The  Urban  Forestry  Council 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  was  established  for  the  purpose  of  guiding  the  stewardship  of 
San  Francisco's  trees  by  promoting  a  healthy  and  sustainable  urban  forest  that  benefits  all  San 
Franciscans  while  ensuring  public  health  and  safety  (San  Francisco  Environment  Code  Chapter 
12  Sec.  1200(b)).  The  Council  will  carry  out  the  duties  specified  in  the  ordinance  so  as  to  protect 
the  community  interest  and  ensure  that  San  Francisco  realizes  the  full  range  of  tree  benefits  into 
the  future  (San  Francisco  Environment  Code  Chapter  12  Sec.  1200(a)). 

"Article  III  -  Urban  Forestry  Council 

Section  1 :  Number 

The  Council  membership  consists  of  fifteen  representatives  from  locah,  state  and  federal 
agencies,  non-governmental  organizations,  technical  experts  and  the  public.  City  Department 
Heads,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Mayor  appoint  council  members  (San  Francisco 
Environment  Code  Chapter  12  Sec.  1202(a)). 

Section  2:  Term  of  Appointment 

Council  members  shall  serve  for  two  years.  Members  can  serve  successive  terms  if  re- 
appointed by  the  body  originally  appointing  the  Council  member.  Council  members  serve  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  body  that  appoints  each  Council  member  as  specified  by  ordinance.  The  body 


1 


that  appoints  Council  members  also  may  appoint  at-large  members  to  serve  any  unfilled  Council 
positions  (San  Francisco  Environment  Code  Chapter  12  Sec.  1202(b)). 

Section  3 :  Compensation 

Council  members  shall  serve  without  compensation  (San  Francisco  Environment  Code 
Chapter  12  Sec.  1202(g)). 

Section  4:  Purpose  and  Responsibilities 

(1)  Develop,  adopt,  and  update  a  long-term  comprehensive  Urban  Forestry  Plan  that  assists  with 
the  formulation  of  legislation  and  policy  for  the  management  of  the  City's  public  and  private 
trees. 

The  plan  will  include,  but  not  be  limited  to: 

a)  An  inventory  of  physical  resources  and  existing  programs. 

b)  The  results  of  an  assessment  of  the  general  public  and  San  Francisco  decision  makers  that 
reflects  opinions  on  the  state  and  future  of  the  urban  forest. 

c)  A  benefit/cost  analysis. 

d)  Recommendations  for  future  policy,  operational  and  legislative  actions. 

e)  Best  Management  Practices 

(2)  Facilitate  coordination  among  agencies  with  tree  management  responsibilities. 

a)  Advise  the  Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors,  city  departments  and  commissions  on  urban 
forest  concerns. 

b)  Review  project  plans  for  major  publicly  sponsored  developments  and  civic  improvements 
and  changes  to  the  public  right-of-way  as  they  may  impact  trees.  Based  on  its  review,  the 
Council  shall  make  recommendations  regarding  these  projects  to  the  Planning  Department 
and  other  affected  agencies. 

c)  Notify  and  involve  public  agencies  when  issues  relate  to  trees  on  lands  under  their 
jurisdiction. 

d)  Advise  agencies  with  tree  management  responsibilities  in  their  efforts  to  incorporate  and 
follow  the  Urban  Forestry  plan  guidelines,  best  management  practices,  and  other  Council 
recommendations  and  policies. 

e)  Facilitate  the  cooperative  interaction  of  tree-related  activities  among  various  City,  State, 
and  federal  agencies,  as  well  as  among  businesses,  public  utilities,  non-profit  organizations, 
and  the  public. 

(3)  Report  on  the  state  of  the  urban  forest. 

a)  Prepare  or  facilitate  the  plans  and  reports  as  set  forth  in  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 
Ordinance. 

i)  The  Council  shall  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor  by  September  1  st  of 
each  year  regarding  the  state  of  the  urban  forest. 
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ii)  City  agencies  and  any  non-profit  organizations  that  accept  city  funding  shall  report  to 
the  Council  no  later  than  June  30  of  each  year.  Other  public  entities  also  are  urged  to 
submit  reports  to  the  Council  regarding  the  trees  that  they  manage. 

(4)  Ensure  adherence  to  Urban  Forestry  Council  Policies,  Guidelines  or  Standards. 

a)  City  agencies  that  do  not  adhere  to  the  policies,  guidelines,  or  standards  outlined  in  the 
Urban  Forestry  Plan  or  best  management  practices  shall  explain  their  reasoning  at  a  public 
hearing  before  the  Council. 

b)  Enforce  procedures  to  address  the  Council  in  the  public  hearing  process. 

(5)  Foster  Public  Education  and  Outreach 

a)  Encourage  early  and  continuous  public  participation  in  urban  forest  projects  and  programs 
that  includes  consideration  of  neighborhood  interests. 

b)  Provide  at  designated  Council  meetings  for  a  regular  forum  that  follows  an  agenda  of 
scheduled  topics  for  public  discussion  of  urban  forest  issues. 

c)  Serve  as  a  clearinghouse  for  information  related  to  the  urban  forest  through  the  Department 
of  the  Environment. 

(6)  Develop  and  Promote  Best  Management  Practices 

a)  Develop  and  adopt  tree  planting  and  maintenance  standards. 

b)  Establish  criteria  for  a  landmark/heritage  tree  program  to  provide  for  the  protection  of 
valuable  trees  on  public  and  private  property.  The  program  shall  propose  administrative 
procedures  and  a  tree  removal  appeal  process  for  landmark/heritage  trees. 

c)  Adopt  guidelines  for  protecting  trees  during  project  design  and  construction. 

(7)  Funding  Assessment 

a)  Identify  funding  and  staffing  needs  and  opportunities  for  urban  forest  programs. 

b)  Help  secure  and  encourage  commitment  of  adequate  resources  for  tree  programs. 

c)  Develop  and  adopt  a  city-wide  budget  for  the  health  and  well-being  of  San  Francisco's 
urban  forest. 

Section  5 :  Excused  Absences 

If  a  Council  member  provides  prior  notification  of  absence  from  Council  and  Committee 
meetings  to  the  Chair  of  the  Council,  then  such  absence  is  considered  an  excused  absence.  If  the 
Chair  or  Council  staff  receives  no  prior  notice,  then  the  minutes  shall  note  that  the  absence  is 
unexcused.  Regular  attendance  at  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  is  critical  to  the  Council's 
ongoing  success.  If  a  Council  Member  misses  more  than  three  (3)  meetings  of  the  full  Council 
or  three  (3)  committee  meetings  per  calendar  year,  whether  those  absences  are  excused  or 
unexcused,  then  upon  a  vote  of  the  Council,  the  Council  Chair  may  ask  the  appointing  authority 
to  remove  the  member  and  appoint  a  replacement  member. 
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Section  6:  Absence  from  the  State 


Any  member  of  the  Council  who  plans  to  be  absent  from  the  State  of  California  for  an 
extended  period  shall  notify  the  Chair  of  the  Council. 


Article  IV  -  Officers 

Section  1 :  Officers 

The  officers  of  the  Council  are  a  Chair  and  Vice-Chair.  The  Chair  and  Vice-Chair  shall 
serve  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Council. 

Section  2:  Term  of  Office 

The  term  of  each  office  shall  be  one  year. 

Section  3 :  Nomination  and  Election  of  Officers 

A.  Elections  for  officers  shall  be  conducted  at  the  meeting  of  the  Council  in  April  of  each 
year.  At  the  Council  meeting  held  in  March  of  each  year,  any  Council  member  interested  in 
running  for  office  shall  state  publicly  his  or  her  interest  and  willingness  to  run  for  a  specific 
office.  Such  Council  members,  and  any  other  Council  members  nominated  at  the  March 
meeting,  shall  be  candidates  for  office. 

B.  If  the  office  of  the  Chair  is  vacated  before  the  expiration  of  a  term,  the  Vice-Chair  shall 
serve  as  Chair  until  the  next  regular  meeting.  The  Council  shall  conduct  an  election  for  Chair  at 
the  next  regular  meeting  to  fill  the  vacancy.  If  the  Vice-Chair  is  elected  as  Chair,  there  shall  be 
an  election  for  a  new  Vice-Chair  at  that  meeting.  If  the  office  of  Vice-Chair  is  vacated  before  the 
expiration  of  a  term,  it  shall  remain  vacant  until  the  next  regular  meeting,  at  which  time  an 
election  shall  be  held.  Any  Council  members  nominated  at  a  meeting  at  which  a  special  election 
is  held  shall  be  candidates  for  office. 

Section  4:  General  Duties  and  Responsibilities  of  the  Chair 

The  Chair  shall  preside  at  all  meetings  of  the  Council.  The  Chair,  working  with  the 
Council  staff,  shall  oversee  the  preparation  and  distribution  of  the  agenda  for  all  Council 
meetings.  The  Chair  shall  be  accountable  to  the  Council  as  a  whole  in  setting  policy  and  shall 
also  perform  such  other  duties  as  may  be  assigned  by  the  Council.  The  Chair  (and/or  his/her 
designee)  shall  serve  as  the  liaison  to  the  media  and  the  other  departments,  agencies  and 
commissions  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  as  necessary. 

Section  5 :  General  Duties  and  Responsibilities  of  the  Vice-Chair 

The  Vice-Chair  shall  perform  the  duties  and  responsibilities  that  may  be  delegated  by  the 
Chair.  In  the  absence  or  disability  of  the  Chair,  the  Vice-Chair  shall  perform  the  duties  as 
described  above,  in  Section  4  of  this  article. 
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Article  V  -  Council  Staff 


Section  1 :  Council  Coordinator 

A  coordinator  from  the  Department  of  the  Environment  who  is  hired  by  the  Director  of  the 
Department  of  the  Environment  shall  staff  the  Council.  The  Coordinator  shall  attend  all 
meetings  of  the  Council.  The  Coordinator's  responsibilities  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to, 
the  following: 

( 1 )  Fundraising; 

(2)  Developing  and  drafting  guidelines  for  adoption; 

(3)  Preparing  staff  and  annual  reports; 

(4)  Coordinating  with  other  agencies;  and 

(5)  Compiling  information  from  local  governmental  agencies  to  track  their  budgets,  and  to 
develop  an  annual  city- wide  tree  management  budget  for  reporting  purposes  (San  Francisco 
Environment  Code  Chapter  12  Sec.  1208(a)). 

Section  2:  Council  Secretary 

The  staff  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment  shall  include  a  Council  Secretary,  who  is 
assigned  by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment.  The  Council  Secretary  shall 
attend  all  meetings  of  the  Council.  Under  the  supervision  of  the  Chair,  the  Council  Secretary  is 
responsible  for  the  proper  recording  and  distribution  of  all  Council  actions,  correspondence,  and 
agendas,  and  ensuring  that  the  Council  meetings  are  properly  publicly  noticed  and  held  at 
locations  which  are  accessible  to  persons  with  disabilities. 

Section  3:  Legal  Advisor 

The  City  Attorney,  or  his  or  her  designee,  shall  be  the  legal  advisor  to  the  Council.  If  the 
City  Attorney  determines  in  writing  that  he  or  she  cannot,  consistent  with  the  Rules  of 
Professional  Conduct,  provide  advice  sought  by  the  Council,  the  City  Attorney  may  recommend 
that  the  Council  retain  outside  counsel. 


Article  VI  -  Meetings 

Section  1 :  Quorum 

At  all  meetings  of  the  Council,  the  presence  of  a  majority  of  membership  shall  constitute 
a  quorum.  The  affirmative  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  members  shall  be  required  for  the  approval  of 
any  matter.  Therefore,  based  on  the  original  membership  of  fifteen,  eight  members  constitute  a 
quorum.  Likewise,  eight  affirmative  votes  are  required  for  the  approval  of  any  matter. 

Section  2:  Public  Participation 

The  Council  shall  hold  meetings  open  to  the  public  and  encourage  the  participation  of  interested 
persons.  Each  person  wishing  to  speak  on  an  item  before  the  Council  shall  be  permitted  to  be  heard. 
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The  total  time  for  public  comments  may  be  limited  by  the  Chair  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  San 
Francisco  Sunshine  Ordinance.  Each  agenda  for  meetings  shall  provide  an  opportunity  for  members  of 
the  public  to  directly  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  to  the  public  that  are  within  the  Council's 
jurisdiction.  The  Public  Comment  opportunity  shall  appear  on  the  agenda  after  "New  Business";  except 
that,  at  the  Chair's  discretion,  the  Public  Comment  can  be  heard  earlier  in  the  agenda. 

Section  3:  Meeting  Minutes 

Minutes  shall  be  taken  at  every  regular  and  special  Council  meeting  and  shall  be 
approved  by  the  majority  vote  of  the  Council. 

Section  4:  Records  Retention 

The  Council  shall  utilize  the  Department  of  Environment's  record  retention  and 
destruction  policy. 

Section  5:  Meetings 

Regular  meetings  shall  be  held  monthly  on  the  fourth  Friday  of  January,  March,  May,  July, 
September  and  the  second  Friday  in  December  at  10:00  a.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  400  and  on  the  4th 
Tuesday  in  February,  April,  June,  August,  and  October  at  5:30  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  416  beginning  in 
February  2006.  No  regular  meeting  shall  be  scheduled  for  November.  This  information  shall  be  posted 
on  the  Department  of  Environment's  website. 

Section  6:  Notice  of  Meetings 

Notices  and  agendas  of  all  regular  and  special  Council  and  committee  meetings  shall  be 
posted  at  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  and  mailed  to  each  Council  member  and  any  person 
who  files  a  written  request  for  such  notice  with  the  Council.  Notice  of  regular  meetings  shall  be 
posted  at  least  72  hours  before  the  meeting.  Notice  of  special  meetings  shall  be  posted  at  least  24 
hours  before  the  meeting.  In  the  case  of  a  special  meeting  held  at  a  location  other  than  the 
regular  Council  meeting  place,  15  days  notice  shall  be  provided. 

Section  7:  Closed  Sessions 

The  Council  is  authorized  to  hold  closed  (non-public)  sessions  at  regular  and  special 
meetings  as  provided  by  law. 

Section  8:  Special  Meetings 

The  Chair  of  the  Council  may  call  special  meetings  to  address  specific  matters.  Such 
special  meetings  shall  be  properly  noticed  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws  and  ordinances. 
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Article  VII  -  Voting 


Section  1 :  Voting  and  Abstention 

Each  member  present  at  a  Council  or  committee  meeting  shall  vote  "yes"  or  "no"  when  a 
question  is  put,  unless  excused  from  voting  by  a  motion  adopted  by  a  majority  of  the  members  present, 
or  unless  the  member  has  a  conflict  of  interest  which  legally  precludes  participation  in  the  vote. 
Whether  a  Council  member  has  a  conflict  of  interest,  which  precludes  participation  in  a  vote,  is 
determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis  and,  to  the  extent  possible,  in  consultation  with  a  legal  advisor  from 
the  City  Attorney's  office. 


Article  VIII  -  Committees 

Section  1 :  Membership  of  Committees 

The  Council  and/or  the  Chair,  at  his  or  her  discretion,  may  establish  committees  to 
perform  tasks  or  functions  as  necessary.  The  Chair  will  appoint  committee  members  and 
committee  chairpersons  for  a  specified  period  of  time. 

Section  2:  Committee  Meetings 

Committees  shall  comply  with  all  applicable  laws  in  publishing  notices,  agendas,  and 
minutes  and  carrying  out  its  operations  and  functions. 

Section  3:  Committee  Quorum 

A  majority  of  the  members  of  a  committee  shall  constitute  a  quorum. 

Section  4:  Standing  Committees 

The  Council  shall  have  two  standing  committees:  (1)  Planning  and  Funding  and 
(2)  Landmark  Tree.  The  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  shall  have  seven  members.  The 
Landmark  Tree  Committee  shall  have  five  members.  The  Planning  and  Funding  Committee 
shall  meet  on  the  third  Thursday  of  each  month  from  4  pm  to  5:30  pm,  except  in  the  case  of  a 
City-recognized  holiday,  when  the  meeting  shall  be  held  on  the  following  Wednesday  of  that 
month  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  ground  floor  conference  room  located  at  1 1 
Grove  Street  in  San  Francisco.  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  shall  meet  monthly  on  the  2nd 
Tuesday  at  4:00  p.m.,  in  City  Hall,  Room  421  in  San  Francisco.  This  information  shall  be  posted 
on  SF  Environment's  website. 

Section  5:  The  Planning  and  Funding  Committee 

The  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  shall  make  recommendations  to  the  Council  on 
project  plans  for  major  publicly  sponsored  developments  and  civic  improvements  and  changes  of 
the  public  right  of  way  as  they  impact  trees.  The  Committee  shall  (1)  examine  and  make  policy 
recommendations  to  the  Council  regarding  other  urban  forest  and  tree  issues;  (2)  make 


recommendations  to  the  Council  regarding  facilitating  an  assessment  (inventory)  of  the  current 
condition  of  the  Urban  Forest,  (3)  review  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  on  an  annual  basis  and  make 
recommendations  for  any  changes  to  the  full  Council  for  adoption,  (4)  make  recommendations  to 
the  Council  on  funding  opportunities  and  staffing  needs,  on  opportunities  for  urban  forest 
programs  and  on  securing  and  encouraging  commitment  of  adequate  resources  for  tree  programs, 
(5)  will  also  review  urban  forestry  program  budget  priorities  and  make  recommendations  about 
Urban  Forestry  funding  requirements  to  the  full  Council;  investigate  and  pursue  funding  options 
for  various  urban  forest-activities,  and  (6)  will  review  the  Urban  Forest  Council's  Budget  on  an 
annual  basis  and  will  make  recommendations  for  any  changes  to  the  full  Council  for  adoption. 

Section  6:  The  Landmark  Tree  Committee 

The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  shall  make  preliminary  recommendations  to  the  Council 
on  nominated  trees  proposed  for  landmark  status.  The  Committee  shall  conduct  individual  site 
visits,  complete  evaluation  forms  to  review  at  regular  monthly  meetings  as  nominations  are 
received,  and  vote  on  landmark  tree  nominations  to  present  to  the  full  Council  for  their 
consideration  and  adoption.  It  will  prepare  a  written  summary  of  the  evaluation  forms  and 
include  individual  evaluation  forms  to  present  to  the  full  Council  for  review.  The  Chair  of  the 
Committee  shall  verbally  report  on  the  written  summary  at  Council  meetings. 

Article  IX  -  Parliamentary  Procedures 

At  the  discretion  of  the  Chair  of  the  Council  or  the  committee  Chair,  and  except  where  the 
Charter  or  other  rules  provide  to  the  contrary,  meetings  shall  be  governed  by  Robert's  Rules  of  Order. 

Article  X  -  Codes  of  Ethics 

In  accepting  the  Oath  of  Office,  Council  members  shall  maintain  the  highest  standards  of 
professional  and  personal  conduct.  They  shall  support  the  mission,  goals  and  objectives  of  the  San 
Francisco  Urban  Forestry  Council;  instill  in  the  public  a  sense  of  confidence  about  the  Councils'  conduct 
and  intentions;  uphold  all  laws  and  regulations;  refrain  from  using  their  official  positions  to  secure 
special  advantage  or  benefit  for  themselves  or  others. 

In  order  to  set  the  highest  standards  of  conduct,  and  in  order  to  assure  public  confidence 
in  the  Council's  operations,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  commits  itself  to: 

*  Encouraging  and  promoting  integrity  in  government  by  education  and  example; 

*  Being  accountable  for  its  rules  of  procedure  and  decisions,  and  promoting  accountability 
of  all  members  of  the  Council  and  Department  staff; 

*  Treating  all  Department  staff,  members  of  the  public,  and  colleagues  with  courtesy, 
respect,  objectivity,  and  fairness; 

*  Conducting  all  Council  business  in  a  timely  manner  and  in  public  meetings,  with  full 
disclosure  of  policies,  procedures,  and  decision-making  processes,  except  for  those  matters 
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authorized  under  the  Brown  Act  and  the  San  Francisco  Sunshine  Ordinance  to  be  considered  in 
closed  session;  and 

*         Reviewing  its  actions,  recommendations,  and  procedures  periodically  to  determine 
whether  the  Council  has  adhered  to  its  Code  of  Ethics  and  mission  in  all  respects. 

Article  XI  -  Amendment  of  Bylaws 

These  bylaws  shall  be  reviewed  as  necessary  and  may  be  amended  at  any  meeting  of  the 
Council  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  Council,  provided  such  proposed  amendments  are  circulated  in 
writing  to  all  Council  members  and  noticed  to  the  public  at  least  ten  (10)  days  prior  to  such 
meeting. 
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GAVIN  NEWSOM,  MAYOR 
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Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 

Order  of  Business 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  August  28,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting 

(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  August  28,  2007  Regular  Meeting 

hltp://sfgov.org/'sitefsfenvironment  page.asp?id=66772).  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Process.  Discussion  on  how  the  Council  wants  to  engage  in  meetings, 
entertain  proposals,  make  decisions  and  take  actions  (Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

4.  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Work  Plan  for  2008.  Review  definition  of  the  urban  forest  and  prepare  a 
Work  Plan  for  2008  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Forest  Plan  (PDF) 

http://webl  .sfgov.org/site'uploadedtlles/sfenvironrnentymeetings/ufc/suppoiting/2007/UrbanForestPlan.pdf  (Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

5.  Board  of  Supervisors  Legislative  Process  Training/Workshop.  An  informational  report  will  be 
given  on  a  citywide  legislative  process  training/workshop  tentatively  scheduled  for  this  year. 
(Explanatory  Document  Legislative  Process  Handbook  (PDF) 

http://vvw\v.sfgov.oig/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvis/handbook.'legislative_process.pdf).  (Informational  Report  and 

Discussion) 

6.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations 
relating  to  research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion) 

7.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Planning  &  Funding  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  1 8,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  9,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421. 

8.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and 
Discussion). 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

10.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

11.  Adjournment 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 


The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Council  is  limited  to: 

1 .  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is 
the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location 
are:  #42  Downtown  Loop,  and  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations 
at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6 1 42. 
There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the 
agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation. 
Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415) 
554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554- 
7854;  E-mail:  sotf(a>sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfeov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be 
required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2. 1 00.  et.  seq]  to 
register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics 
Commission  at:  30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  581-2300,  fax  (415) 
581-2317;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Other  Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 


above,  or  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary  at  the  above  address  or  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer 
recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the 
public. 
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Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


Dr.  Jim  Clark  of  HortScience  prepared  this  document  with  assistance  from  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 
and  the  Department  of  the  E  nvironment. 

This  Urban  Forest  Plan  is  intended  for  use  in  the  City  and  C  ounty  of  San  Francisco.  It  is  the  first  step  in 
a  process  that  will  incorporate  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  into  San  Francisco's  General  Plan.  This  plan  is  a 
living  document  that  can  be  changed  and  adapted  . 

This  plan  will  be  distributed  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  Mayor's  Office,  City  departments  and  agencies, 
community  groups  and  members  of  the  public.  We  welcome  input  and  questions  regarding  the  Urban 
Forest  Plan.  Please  contact  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator, 
Alexis  Harte,  11  Grove  S treet,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  415-355-3764,  alexis.harte@sfqov.org  or 
Grace  Ma,  Urban  Forest  Associate,  415-355-3731,  grace.ma@sfgov.org. 

The  Urban  Forestry  Co  uncil  approved  this  document  on  F  ebruary  28,  2006  and  it  was  forwarded  to  the 
San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  on  April  2006. 
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People  appreciate  and  enjoy  San  Francisco's  668,000  trees.  Few  trees  in  this  unique  urban  forest  arose 
naturally-almost  all  were  planted.  The  fram  ework  of  this  forest  was  established  during  an  intense  burst 
of  tree  planting  that  occurred  in  the  late  1800s  and  early  1900s.  City  government,  the  Army,  citizens, 
and  real  estate  developers  all  took  part,  planting  trees  by  the  thousands.  B  ut  since  the  1920s,  planting 
of  new  trees  has  not  kept  pace  with  I  osses  due  to  old  age,  disease,  storms,  civic  improvement,  and 
development. 

Today,  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  can  be  characterized  a  s  inconsistent  and  incomplete.  Though  a 
framework  of  planting  was  begun,  it  was  never  completed.  Trees  that  were  established  in  the  ear  ly  years 
of  the  last  century  are  near  ing  the  end  of  their  life  spans.  Many  parts  of  the  city  are  severely  defici  ent  in 
the  number,  extent  and  quality  of  plantings.  Others  are  greatly  in  need  of  proper  maintenance  and 
support  to  deal  with  the  unique  challenges  and  stresses  of  the  urban  environment. 

The  urban  forest  contributes  significantly  to  the  amenity  of  the  city  and  its  desirability  as  a  place  to  live, 
work  and  visit.  Our  city  trees  play  a  valuable  role  in  the  i  dentity  of  the  city  and  in  reinforcing  a  s  ense  of 
place.  The  urban  forest  provides  an  important  social  benefit,  heightening  the  sensory  experience  of 
nature  in  the  city— filtering  light,  adding  color,  providing  needed  shade,  privacy  and  restoring  the  mental 
fatigue  suffered  by  its  residents  and  visitors.  In  addition  to  these  qualitative  benefits,  our  urban  forest 
also  performs  important  environmental  functions  such  as  removing  287  tons  of  atm  ospheric  pollutants 
and  5,100  tons  of  carbon  each  year. 

San  Francisco's  urban  forest  is  owned  and  managed  by  a  div  erse  mix  of  city,  county,  state  and  federal 
agencies  as  well  as  the  private  sector.  On  most  streets,  the  property  owner  and  the  City  and  Co  unty  of 
San  Francisco  share  responsibility  for  trees.  There  has  been  little  coordination  in  the  care  of  trees 
among  the  parks,  golf  courses,  streets  and  communities  that  form  the  bul  k  of  the  forest.  Unfortunately, 
the  public  and  elected  officials  have  failed  to  fund  urban  forest  activities  at  the  level  commensurate  with 
its  importance  to  the  community. 

The  City's  Urban  Forestry  Council,  composed  of  citizens  and  professionals,  recognizes  that  action  must 
be  taken  to  arrest  the  decline  in  the  size  of  the  urban  forest,  to  regain  lost  ground  and  to  rekindle  the 
spirit  of  tree  planting  that  occurred  10  0  years  ago. 

To  that  end,  the  Council  has  prepared  an  Urban  Forest  P  Ian,  which  reviews  the  creation  of  San 
Francisco's  urban  forest,  analyzes  the  structure  and  functional  benefits  of  the  forests,  and  identifi  es  the 
challenges  that' threaten  its  future.  Designed  to  provide  a  road  map  for  policy-makers  and  implementers. 
the  Plan  identifies  five  goals,  critical  to  maximizing  the  value  of  the  forest.  Underlying  these  goals  is  the 
understanding  that  the  u  rban  forest  is  a  living  and  evolving  resource  that  is  adapted  to  the  unique  and 
often  challenging  conditions  of  the  urban  environment.  These  goals  are  directed  at  the  owners  and 
managers  of  the  trees  that  comprise  the  urban  forest  who  must: 

1 .  Maintain  and  conserve  the  existing  urban  forest. 

2.  Expand  the  urban  forest  through  new  planting. 

3.  Foster  a  shared  set  of  values  about  the  urban  forest  through  edu  cation  and  action. 

4.  Manage  the  urban  forest  in  a  coordinated,  respon  sible  and  effective  manner. 


5.  Identify  sustainable  approaches  for  the  funding  and  implementation  of  urban  forest  initiatives. 


The  Council  believes  that  these  goals  are  strongly  related — one  cannot  simply  be  eliminated  or  ignored. 
All  are  critical  to  the  future  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest.  When  these  goals  are  implemented,  the  City 
will  have  more  trees,  a  larger  urban  forest  in  better  health  with  more  trees  evenly  distributed  and 
therefore  providing  a  greater  level  of  benefits. 

Within  these  five  goals  are  a  diverse  group  of  specific  action  items.  The  Council  identified  nine  action 
items  as  having  the  highest,  most  immediate  priority: 

■  Develop  a  set  of  best  practices  for  tree  selection,  purchase,  instal  lation  and  care  that  include 
creative  adaptations  and  establish  high  standards  for  all  public  and  private  projects. 

■  Protect  the  urban  forest  from  and  during  the  de  velopment  process,  on  public  and  private  property. 

■  Establish  a  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  trees.  Where  a  tree  is  removed  due  to  development  whether 
public  or  private,  the  responsibl  e  party  should  be  required  to  replace  it  in  kind,  either  through  new 
planting  or  fees. 

■  Institute  a  comprehensive  reforestation  program  for  aging  stands  in  City  parks  and  public 
institutions. 

■  Allocate  and  secure  fund  ing  for  planting  and  maintenance  from  public  and  private  sources. 

■  Establish  citywide  goals  for  the  urban  forest  and  monitor  results  on  an  annual  basis.  Possible 
examples  include  providing  one  street  tree  for  every  five  residents  and  raising  the  canopy 
coverage  to  1 5% . 

■  Update  the  list  of  recommended  trees,  to  reflect  availabi  lity  and  horticultural  advancem  ents  and 
consistent  with  the  identity  and  local  character  of  the  city. 

■  Engage  the  leadership  of  the  city  to  implement  major  tree  planting  programs  targeting 
underserved  neighborhoods  in  order  to  achieve  greater  environmental  equity  and  accessibility. 


Engage  the  SF  Unified  School  District,  Parent  Teacher  Associations  and  community  groups  to 
develop  tree  programs  at  schools. 
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Important  parcels  of  urban  forest 


"San  Francisco's  urban  forest  is  comprised  of  all  the  trees  and  other  vegetation  found  within  city 
limits,  a  collected  greenscape  that  provides  environmental,  economic,  and  social  benefits  for 
today  and  into  the  future." 

San  Francisco  Urban  Forestry  Council,  2005 


I.  Introduction 

Thousands  upon  thousands  of  trees  comprise  San  Francisco's  urban  forest.  It  is  easy  to 
acknowledge  that  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Stern  Grove  are  part  of  the  urban  forest.  But  what  about  the 
trees  in  the  middle  of  Van  Ness  Avenue?  Yerba  Buena  Gardens?  T  he  eucalyptus  groves  at  the 
Presidio?  The  stands  of  Monterey  cypress  that  line  the  Olympic  Club's  golf  courses?  The  pal  m  trees 
that  define  the  Embarcadero?  The  cherry  trees  in  a  backyard?  They  are  all  part  of  San  Francisco's 
urban  forest. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  few  of  these  trees  are  naturally  occurring.  M  uch  of  San  Francisco's  urban 
forest  has  its  origins  in  planting  efforts  from  the  period  1865  to  1925.  Almost  all  were  planted  by 
entrepreneurs,  the  military  and  citizens  who  recognized  that  San  Francisco  would  be  a  better  place  if 
trees  filled  its  parks  and  lined  its  streets.  By  planting  trees,  San  Francisco  would  become  a  more 
livable,  enjoyable  city. 

San  Francisco's  urban  forest  plays  three  major  roles  in  the  character  of  the  City.  First,  it  is  part  of  the 
basic  fabric  of  San  Francisco.  Without  that  forest,  the  City  would  be  less  welcoming,  less  inviting  and 
less  conducive  to  a  good  quality  of  life.  What  would  San  Francisco  be  like  without  Golden  Gate  Park? 
The  trees  along  the  streets  and  in  parks  are  as  much  as  part  of  the  City's  infrastructure  as  the  streets 
themselves. 

Second,  the  urban  forest  provides  important  economic  and  environmental  benefits  to  the  property 
owners  and  the  com  munity.  It  creates  an  environment  where  people  can  escape  the  intensity  of 
urban  life  and  be  restored. 

Third,  outdoor  recreation  is  intimately  connected  to  the  experience  of  the  City' s  urban  forest.  There  is 
growing  evidence  that  the  experience  of  nature  in  urban  areas  is  restorative,  reducing  mental  fatigue. 
This  experience  is  directly  associated  with  human  health  and  well-being.  The  need  for  the  experience 
of  nature  and  its  power  of  restoration  is  absolutely  critical,  as  over  80%  of  Americans  now  live  in 
urban  areas. 

Like  San  Francisco,  many  cities  throughout  North  America  recognize  the  importance  of  having  a 
healthy  and  sustainable  urban  forest.  As  a  result,  they  are  investi  ng  in  urban  forest  programs  while 
examining  the  benefits  and  costs.  The  USDA  Forest  Service  Center  for  Urban  Forest  Research  has 
worked  with  a  range  of  cities  including  Chicago,  New  York  City,  Seattle,  Toronto,  Minneapolis, 
Charlotte  and  Berkeley. 

As  part  of  a  larger  movement  among  cities  to  be  active  stewards  of  the  urban  forest,  San  Francisco  is 
focusing  on  the  sustainability  of  trees  in  the  city.  San  Francisco  has  formally  acknowledged  the 
importance  of  the  urban  forest  through  the  establishment  of  a  tree  advisory  board,  which  is  now  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council.  In  2005,  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  signed  the  United  Nations  Urban 
Environmental  Accords  with  an  Urban  Nature  section  that  incl  udes  specific  actions  for  urban  forestry. 
Action  1 1  of  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  calls  for  measuring  canopy  cover,  increasing  c  anopy 
cover,  and  maintaining  at  least  50%  of  available  street  tree  sites.  Actions  10  and  12  are  related  to  the 
community  and  wildlife  benefits  of  urban  forests.  Furthermore,  the  Mayor's  Office  has  launched  the 
Livable  Cities  Initiative  to  achieve  multiple  city  greening  goals  by  2010  and  urba  n  forestry  is 


Urban  Forest  Plan 

SF  Urban  Forestry  Council 


Page  2 


cornerstone  of  this  plan.  As  we  reap  the  benefits  sown  by  others,  w  e  must  plan  and  create  the  forest 
that  future  generations  will  enjoy.  We  cannot  be  complacent  about  this  responsibility — sustaining  the 
urban  forest  requires  commitment  and  action. 

San  Francisco's  urban  forest  was  created  in  a  relatively  brief  period  of  i  ntense  tree  planting  that 
occurred  almost  100  years  ago.  The  mature  trees  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  the  Presidio  and  other  green 
spaces  were  planted  during  this  time.  Since  that  time,  however,  the  urban  forest  has  been  shrinking 
in  size.  Meanwhile,  the  human  population  and  the  need  for  the  benefits  of  trees  have  grown  eve  n  as 
the  stresses  on  trees  have  increased.  Funding  for  management  of  public  trees  has  been  inadeq  uate. 
Trees  that  have  died  due  to  old  age  and  disease  have  not  been  replaced  and  planting  in  parks  has 
not  kept  up  with  the  losses.  Trees  on  private  lands  have  been  removed  during  development.  Trees 
along  the  street  are  removed  but  not  always  replaced.  The  life  cycle  of  the  most  prominent  species 
would  indicate  that  replacement  and  replenishment  must  take  place  immediately. 

The  shrinking  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  must  be  halted  and  the  trend  reversed.  Now  is  the 
critical  time  to  reinvest  in  the  urban  forest.  As  San  Francisco's  population  continues  to  grow  and  age, 
city  trees  are  needed  to  mediate  issues  like  air  pollution,  storm  water  runoff,  and  social  stress. 
Furthermore,  trees  will  help  city  dwellers  adapt  to  global  dim  ate  change  and  the  likelihood  of  a 
warmer  climate  with  more  frequent  storms.  More  trees  are  needed  in  throughout  the  City;  existing 
trees  need  better  care;  and  large  stands  of  trees  must  be  conserved  and  reforested. 

No  single  owner  or  agency  can  reverse  the  loss  of  the  urban  forest  and  the  work  of  planting  and 
maintaining  must  be  shared.  In  order  to  provide  a  framework  for  that  effort,  San  Francisco's  Urban 
Forest  Council  has  taken  a  lead  role.  The  Council  believes  that  an  Urban  Forest  Plan  will  guide  the 
continued  enhancement  and  evolution  of  the  City's  trees  and  green  spaces. 

This  Plan  is  the  result  of  a  long  history  of  concern  for  the  City's  urban  forest.  In  1992,  Friends  of  the 
Urban  Forest  produced  The  State  of  the  Urban  Forest,  a  document  that  identified  several  key  needs 
for  the  urban  forest.  A  second  State  of  the  Urban  Forest  report  was  prepared  in  200  1 .  One  of  the  key 
findings  and  recommendations  was  the  need  for  coordinated  effort  among  city  department  and 
agencies  in  managing  the  urban  forest.  In  2002,  the  City  created  the  Urban  Forest  Council,  a  group 
of  citizens  assembled  to  advise  city  government,  through  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  on  how 
best  to  care  for  the  urban  forest. 

In  1997,  The  Sustainability  Plan  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  was  prepared.  This  plan  identified 
areas  where  resource  depletion  could  be  halted  and  resource  restoration  achieved.  It  wove  together 
environmental,  economic  and  social  concerns,  recognizing  that  a  sustainable  city  required  all  three. 

One  of  the  Plan's  main  topics  was  Parks,  Open  Spaces  and  Streetscapes .  In  addition  to  filling  the 
traditional  roles  of  recreation  and  habitat,  the  Sustainability  Plan  noted  that  parks  and  open  spaces 
were  part  of  the  "social  fabric  of  the  community  and... .a  critical  element  in  the  economic  development 
of  the  city."  It  recognized  that  these  spaces  m  ust  be  created  and  mai  ntained.  Parks  and  open  spaces 
do  not  arise  spontaneously-they  result  from  good  planning  and  implementation.  The 
recommendations  for  this  section  focused  on  creating  new  parks  and  open  space,  av  ailable  to 
everyone  in  the  City;  enhancing  existing  streetscapes;  and  fostering  planting  of  trees  on  private  land. 
The  Sustainability  Plan  also  noted  that  increased  funding  an  d  public  participation  were  necessary  to 
meet  the  goals. 

The  Urban  Forest  Counc  il  hopes  to  take  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  State  of  the  Urban 
Forest  and  Sustainability  Plan  to  the  next  logical  step:  creating  a  standard  reference  document  that 
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defines  policies  and  procedures  for  urban  forestry  management  in  San  Francisco.  In  doing  so,  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  will  fulfill  its  mandate  to  create  a  comprehensive  urban  forest  plan  according 
to  the  ordinance  that  created  the  Council.1  This  Urban  Forest  Plan  will  serve  many  users,  ranging 
from  city  departments  and  non-profit  organizations  to  private  companies  that  manage  San  Francisco's 
trees.  The  final  plan  will  be  distributed  to  all  affected  city  agencies  and  available  for  other  groups  and 
the  public.  The  Urban  Forest  Plan  will  be  incorporated  into  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco's 
policy  documents. 

Four  key  statements  are  fundamental  to  forming  the  Plan: 

1 .  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  is  comprised  of  all  the  trees  and  other  woody  vegetatio  n  found 
within  city  limits,  and  is  located  on  a  mosaic  of  public  and  privately  owned  land.  Many  of  the 
large-scale  plantings  are  mature  in  c  haracter  and  have  a  limited  life  span. 

2.  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  provides  important  economic,  environmental  and  social  benefits 
to  the  City's  residents,  visitors,  neighborhoods,  and  businesses. 

3.  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  requires  active  management.  A  passive  approach  of  letti  ng  trees 
grow  without  care  will  ultimately  doom  the  City's  forest  to  deterioration.  Sustaining  the  urban 
forest  will  involve  the  coordinated  efforts  of  city  agencies,  non-government  organizations, 
businesses  and  individuals. 

4.  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  is  as  much  a  part  of  the  City' s  infrastructure  as  roads,  bridges 
and  tunnels.  As  such,  the  urban  forest  must  be  considered  at  all  stages  of  planning  and 
development.  There  is  a  clear  need  to  raise  community  awareness  about  the  urban  forest  as 
an  integral  part  of  the  City. 

The  geographic  breadth  of  the  Urban  Forest  P  Ian  will  mirror  the  Scope  of  Authority  granted  to  the 
Urban  Forest  Council  in  San  Francisco's  Administrative  Code  and  Environmental  Code  and  will  be 
limited  to  the  territorial  boundaries  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  To  effectively  address 
the  whole  of  the  urban  forest,  the  Plan  will  address  trees  on  both  private  (including  residential 
backyards)  and  public  property,  as  well  as  in  parks  and  other  large  open  spaces.  The  Plan  will 
support  efforts  of  organizations  such  as  the  Presidio  Trust,  University  of  California  -  San  Francisco, 
and  the  Olympic  Club  in  developing  management  plans  specific  to  the  their  forests. 

The  scope  of  the  Plan  will  be  focused  on  trees,  but  policy  recom  mendations  will  be  informed  by,  and 
considered  in  relation  to,  the  larger  ecological  context  including  wildlife  management,  air,  water 
systems  as  well  as  other  woody  vegetation  such  as  shrubs  and  median  strip  plantings. 


Organization  of  the  Plan 

This  Urban  Forest  Plan  is  divided  into  four  sections. 

1 .  A  historical  overview  of  the  urban  forest. 

2.  A  description  of  the  urban  forest-its  species  composition,  distribution  and  structure.  This 
section  also  identifies  the  environmental  benefits  provided  by  the  forest  as  a  whole.  It  also 
focuses  on  the  City's  street  tree  population,  analyzing  both  the  costs  associated  with  their 
installation  and  care,  and  the  benefits  provided  by  their  presence. 


1  Environment  Code  Chapter  12 
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3.  The  identification  of  five  goals  that  strive  to  take  care  of  exis  ting  trees,  plant  new  ones  in 
needy  areas,  translate  a  love  for  San  Francisco's  trees  into  action,  develop  consistency  of 
care  and  management  and  provide  adequate,  stable  funding. 

4.  The  final  section  identifies  specific  actions  needed  to  implement  the  goals.  In  doing  so,  the 
City  agency  responsible  to  develop  and  implement  the  recommendations  is  identified. 
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II.  The  Origins  of  San  Francisco's  Urban  Forest 

No  forest  existed  prior  to  the  European  settlem  ent  of  the  city  and  the  photographs  and  written  records 
from  that  time  illustrate  a  lack  of  trees.  Previously,  there  was  an  Ohlone  Indian  population  who  used 
the  native  plant  resource.  Tow  ards  the  Pacific  Ocean,  one  saw  vast  dunes  of  sand,  moving  under  the 
constant  wind.  While  there  were  oaks  and  wi  Hows  along  creeks,  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  had 
little  or  nothing  in  the  way  of  nati  ve  tree  resources.  The  starting  point  for  the  urban  forest  was  a 
treeless  expanse  of  shrubs  and  low-  growing  plants. 

The  City's  urban  forest  arose  from  a  brief  but  intense  period  of  afforestation,  which  created  forests  on 
land  without  tree  cover.  This  period  of  planting,  on  public  and  private  property  began  in  the  I  ate  1800s 
and  was  essentially  complete  by  1925.  Since  that  time,  the  public  agencies  and  private  I  andowners  of 
the  larger  parcels  of  forest  have  enjoyed  the  benefi  ts  of  those  early  tree  planting  efforts.  Yerba  Buena 
Gardens,  Crissy  Field,  Justin  Herman  Plaza  and  the  Embarcadero  are  relatively  recent  additions  to 
the  urban  forest. 

In  the  late  1860s,  the  City  began  reserving  land  for  parks,  with  Hill  Park  (now  Buena  Vista)  as  the  first 
parcel.  By  the  1870s,  the  vision  of  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  public  pleasure  ground  was  taking  shape 
with  the  initial  planting  of  trees  taking  place  in  1872.  Stern  Grove  had  its  origins  about  the  same  time, 
as  the  Greene  family  planted  fast  growing  eucalyptus  trees  throughout  the  property.  Private 
enterprise  was  establishing  what  would  eventually  become  places  like  McLaren  and  Glen  Parks. 

It  was  also  during  this  period  that  the  Army,  occupants  of  the  northwest  corner  of  the  city,  developed 
the  area  we  know  as  the  Presi  dio.    By  the  end  of  1892,  some  350,000  trees  were  planted  and  ov  er 
time  the  sandy  dunes  were  transfor  med  into  mixed  forest  suited  for  multiple  uses.  About  the  same 
time,  Adolph  Sutro  was  making  plans  to  establish  areas  of  timber-production  in  the  city,  installing 
thousands  of  tree  seedlings  on  Mount  Parnassus  (now  Mount  Sutro). 

Early  in  the  1900s,  several  important  golf  courses  incl  uding  the  Olympic  Club,  the  San  Francisco  Golf 
Club,  the  California  Club  and  Harding  Park  were  established  in  the  southwest  secti  on  of  the  city. 
Within  each  course,  thousands  of  trees  were  planted  during  construction. 

The  City's  network  of  streets  was  established  by  the  early  1900s.  The  idea  of  having  trees  along  city 
streets  was  not  seriously  pursued  until  1955,  when  a  program  of  planting  and  care  was  established. 
In  recent  years,  the  City's  Department  of  Public  Works  has  teamed  with  non-profit  organizations  such 
as  the  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  to  plant  new  trees  along  streets. 

More  than  a  century  after  the  first  trees  were  installed,  the  framework  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest 
is  still  based  on  these  initial  plantings.  At  this  time,  the  urban  forest  is  owned  and  managed  by  a  mix 
of  public  agencies  and  private  groups  (Table  1).  At  least  a  dozen  City  departments  have  some 
responsibility  for  trees  and  their  care.  Many  agencies  are  independe  nt  of  City  and  County 
government.  They  include  local  organizations  such  as  the  School  District  as  well  as  state  and  federal 
agencies.  A  large  number  of  trees  are  located  on  private  property. 

The  fact  that  many  stakeholders  take  care  of  the  urban  forest  presents  a  significant  challenge  to  long- 
term  management.  Organization  priorities  and  missions  vary  widely  while  state  and  federal  agencies 
are  exempt  from  municipal  tree  ordinances.  There  is,  however,  a  compelling  need  for  cooperative 
effort  and  clarity  of  purpose.  M  ost  San  Franciscans  would  agree  that  the  urban  forest  is  an  asset  to 
the  community.  The  challenge  of  finding  a  comprehensive  vision  to  manage  this  resource  is  a  critical 
one,  central  to  the  success  of  any  pi  an,  and  must  involve  a  wide  range  of  stakeholders  with  various 
priorities  and  viewpoi  nts. 
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The  origin  of  the  City's  urban  forest  can  be  traced  to  a  single  burst  of  public  and  private  tree  planting 
during  a  50-year  period,  almost  a  century  ago.  Trees  do  not  live  forever  and  unless  the  existing  trees 
receive  continued  care,  they  will  age  and  die  at  an  increasing  rate.  Even  if  they  receive  care,  all  of  the 
trees  that  comprise  the  urban  forest  will  eventually  die.  The  fact  that  many  trees  are  approaching  100 
years  of  age  makes  the  need  for  replacement  and  replenis  hment  even  more  urgent. 

Unless  more  trees  are  planted,  the  urban  forest  will  become  smaller  since  nature  will  not  replace 
these  losses.  New  parks,  street  tree  plantings,  and  green  spaces  must  be  established  to  ensure  the 
urban  forest  benefits  all  San  Franciscans. 
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Table  1.  Owners  and  managers  of  significant  portions 
of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Agencies 

Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry- 
Department  of  Public  Works 


Recreation  &  Park  Department 

SF  Housing  Authority 

SF  Public  Utilities  Commission 

Port  of  San  Francisco 

SF  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI) 


Implements  Urban  Forestry  Ordinance  (Article  16)  of  Public  Works 
Code: 

street  trees,  landscaped  medians,  sidewalk  repair,  education  & 
outreach.  Works  in  conjunction  with  non-profit  groups  to  plant  new 
trees. 


Manages  3,000  acres  with  an  estimated  100,000  trees,  in  parks, 
natural  areas,  golf  courses,  and  watersheds.  Sites  include  Golden 
Gate  Park,  Gleneagles  &  Harding  Park  golf  courses,  and  Stern  Grove. 

Responsible  for  trees  within  public  housing. 

Manages  trees  and  vegetation  in  relation  to  public  water  reservoirs  in 
and  around  San  Francisco. 

Responsible  for  trees  and  woody  vegetation  related  to  the  Port. 

Responsible  for  trees  that  may  encroach  on  overhead  conductors, 
through  State  of  California  General  Order  95. 


San  Francisco  International  Airport       Responsible  for  trees  and  woody  vegetation  within  its  facilities. 
State  Agencies 

University  of  California,  San  Francisco   Responsible  for  trees  and  woody  vegetation  within  its  facilities  including 

the  Mount  Sutro  Open  Space  Reserve. 


San  Francisco  State  University 


Responsible  for  trees  and  woody  vegetation  within  its  facilities. 


SF  Redevelopment  Agency 


SF  Unified  School  District 


Responsible  for  planning,  planting,  managing,  maintaining  and 
overseeing  the  management  of  trees  within  its  projects,  constituting 
several  thousand  acres  and  including  large  open  spaces,  parks,  and 
streetscapes. 

Responsible  for  trees  within  school  facilities. 


Federal  Agencies 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior- 
National  Park  Service 


The  Presidio  Trust 


Private  Properties 

The  Olympic  Club 

The  San  Francisco  Golf  Club 


Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA).  Responsible  for 
coastal 

sections  of  the  Presidio  as  well  as  Fort  Mason,  Lands  End  and  Fort 
Funston. 

A  public-private  partnership  responsible  for  the  management  of  the 
Presidio's  forest. 


Responsible  for  trees  and  woody  vegetation  within  its  facilities. 
Responsible  for  trees  and  woody  vegetation  within  its  facilities. 
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III.  The  Structure  and  Function  of  the  Urban  Forest 

Most  San  Franciscans  readily  acknowledge  that  the  urban  fo  rest  makes  the  City  a  nicer  place  to  live. 
They  appreciate  the  beauty  of  parks,  gardens  and  the  trees  along  city  streets.  However,  the 
management  of  the  urban  forest  presents  many  challenges  that  may  not  be  apparent  to  the  average 
person. 

Many  resource  managers  in  San  Francisco  have  lacked  specific  knowledge  as  to  the  number  and 
location  of  trees  under  their  care.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  is  the  exception,  having  a 
decade-long  work  history.  Even  with  such  information,  DPW  has  lacked  a  quantitative  understanding 
of  the  functional  roles  that  street  trees  play  in  the  com  munity  until  recently.  Through  collaboration  with 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  (US  DA)  Forest  Service,  San  Francisco  now  has  a  better 
understanding  of  its  street  tree  and  total  tree  population.  As  a  result,  there  is  quantitative  information 
on  tree  population,  age  distribution,  tree  species,  tree  condition  and  associated  benefits  on  canopy 
cover,  environmental  benefits  and  costs. 


The  Nature  of  the  Urban  Forest 

In  2004,  the  San  Francisco  Urban  Forest  Council  invited  a  research  team  from  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  Forest  Service  to  study  San  Francisco's  urban  forest.  The  team's  report, 
issued  in  early  2005 2,  was  the  first  comprehensive  analysis  of  San  Francisco's  urban  forest,  that  is,  all 
of  the  trees  growing  within  the  city  limits.3  The  project  employed  the  Urban  Forest  Effects  Model 
(UFORE),  a  comprehensive  tool  that  assesses  the  structure  and  function  of  a  community's  urban 
forest. 

The  Department  of  the  E  nvironment  followed  an  established  protocol  and  collected  field  data  from  200 
randomly  selected  ground  plots  throughout  San  Francisco.  This  data  was  forwarded  to  the  US  DA 
Northeastern  Research  Center  where  David  Nowak  and  his  research  team  analyzed  the  data  with  a 
computer  model  (UFORE)  to  understand  San  F  rancisco's  entire  urban  forest. 

Since  the  area  was  once  grasslands  and  riparian  habitat,  San  Francisco  has  negligible  native  tree 
resources,  although  some  oak  and  willow  trees  are  native  to  the  area.  The  species  that  comprise  the 
urban  forest  today  are  not  native  to  the  City.  The  USDA  Forest  Service  reported  that  there  are 
668,000  trees  represented  by  over  100  different  species  in  San  Francisco.  Tasmanian  blue  gum  is 
the  most  common  type  of  tree  with  over  100,000  trees  present.  Monterey  pine  (56,000) ,  Monterey 
cypress  (25,000),  and  glossy  privet  (21,000)  are  also  common.  Five  species  of  the  genus 
Pittosporum  comprise  another  85,000.  T  he  first  three  species  dominate  the  city's  large  green  spaces 
such  as  the  Presidio,  Mount  Sutro  and  Golden  Gate  P  ark.  Karo  (Pittosporum  crass  if olium)  and 
Chinese  privet  (Ligustrum  lucidum)  are  commonly  found  as  street  and  landscape  trees. 

The  urban  forest  is  very  fragmented  with  the  exception  of  parks  and  natural  areas  in  the  north  and 
western  edges  of  the  city.  A  GIS  map  of  San  Francisco  indicates  that  several  large  parks  and  m  any 
small  parks  are  scattered  throughout  the  city  (F  igure  1). 

The  UFORE  study  calculated  thesurface  area  covered  by  tree  canopies  in  San  Francisco.  Almost  half 
(43%)  of  San  Francisco's  land  area  is  covered  by  streets,  sidewalks  and  other  forms  of  pavement. 
Another  26%  is  occupied  by  buildings  and  will  likely  not  be  available  for  planting  trees  and  other 


2  USDA  Forest  Service.  September  2005  (draft).  Assessing  Urban  Forest  Effects  &  Values.  USDA  Forest  Service 
Northeastern  Research  Station.  Syracuse  NY.  General  Technical  Report.  22pp. 

3  For  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  methods  and  models  used  in  the  study,  refer  to  the  following  paper: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/ne/svracuse/Pubs/Do  wnloads/Qtme290.pdf. 
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vegetation.  The  urban  forest  canopy  covers  approxim  ately  12%  of  the  San  Francisco.  This  compares 
to  10%  in  Los  Angeles,  27%  in  New  York  City,  28%  in  Chicago  and  34%  in  Seattle.  This 
measurement  of  San  Francisco's  tree  canopy  cover  satisfi  es  Article  1 1  of  the  Urban  Environmental 
Accords. 
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Figure  1.  Overview  of  parks  and  natural  areas  in  San  Francisco 


Sources  of  information 

Stasio,  S.  2005.  San  Francisco  Parks  by  Supervisor  District  Map.  Department  of  Recreation  and  Park. 


The  structure  of  the  urban  forest  in  several  other  U.S .  cities  has  also  been  analyzed  by  the  Forest 
Service  team  and  the  UFORE  model  (Table  2).  With  a  human  population  of  764,069  and  an  urban 
forest  of  668,000  total  trees  in  San  Francisco,  there  is  approximately  1  tree  per  citizen  (0.87).  This 
falls  into  the  mid-range  of  cities  with  UFORE  analysis,  where  the  low  was  Brooklyn,  NY  (0.25 
trees/citizen)  and  the  high  was  Baltimore,  MD  (3.0  trees/citizen).  Another  way  to  compare  these  cities 
is  looking  at  the  number  of  trees  per  square  mile  and  the  number  of  people  per  square  mile.  Among 
the  seven  cities  in  Table  2,  places  with  higher  population  density  have  lower  tree  density  per  square 
mile.  An  exception  occurs  when  com  paring  San  Francisco  and  Jersey  City.  Despite  having  a  higher 
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population  density  per  square  m  ile  than  Jersey  City,  San  Francisco  has  5000  more  trees  per  square 
mile.  This  is  a  simple  comparison  between  San  Francisco  and  large  cities  throughout  the  United 
States  with  different  conditions  such  as  climate,  land  use  and  demography;  thus,  it  is  important  not  to 
make  assumptions  about  future  tree  density  trends  in  San  Francisco  or  other  cities  based  on  Table  2. 

As  the  trees  in  the  urban  forest  grow,  they  remove  contaminants  from  the  atmosphere.  The  UFORE 
report  found  that  each  year,  over  287  tons  of  ozone,  particulates,  nitrous  oxides,  sulfur  dioxide  and 
carbon  monoxide  are  taken  out  of  th  e  air  by  the  action  of  the  urban  forest.  The  value  of  this 
environmental  benefit  is  $1.3  million  per  year.  In  addition,  San  Francisco's  trees  remove  5,100  tons  of 
carbon  from  the  atmosphere  and  store  approximately  194,000  tons  as  biom  ass.  A  reduction  in  air 
pollution  benefits  everyone,  particularly  people  w  ith  asthma  and  other  respiratory  health  prob  lems. 

While  the  US  DA  Forest  Service  described  and  quantified  some  functions  of  the  urban  forest,  the 
UFORE  study  did  not  capture  all  the  benefits  of  trees.  Besides  mitigating  air  pollution,  trees  provide 
numerous  public  health  benefits.  The  leafy  canopy  of  trees  reduces  am  bient  temperature  and 
provides  natural  shade.  Trees  not  only  cool  t  heir  surrounding  area,  they  also  reduce  ultraviolet 
radiation  (UV)  and  the  risk  of  skin  cancer.4 

As  importantly,  there  are  a  number  of  studies  verifying  the  immense  value  of  urban  forests  to  the 
social  well-being  of  people.  The  simple  presence  of  forests,  trees  and  other  vegetation  helps  people 
recover  from  mental  fatigue,  leading  to  a  reduction  in  socially  unacceptable  behavior  and  crim  e.5 
Children  exposed  to  outdoor  green  space  exhibit  fewer  behavioral  problem  s  like  Attention  Deficit 
Disorder  and  a  greater  ability  to  concentrate.6 

Furthermore,  trees  can  reduce  energy  demand  and  consumption.  Trees  reduce  ambient  temperatures 
and  wind  speed,  which  results  in  energy  savings  for  cooling  and  heating  .7  At  present  San  Francisco 
has  a  cool  and  temperate  climate.  However,  as  temperatures  rise  due  to  global  cl imate  change, 
energy  demand  and  costs  will  likely  increase  as  well.  Having  a  healthy  and  robust  urban  forest  is  one 
strategy  to  mitigate  climate  change. 

As  well  as  offering  benefits  to  humans,  urban  forests  provide  habitat  for  wildlife.  Birds,  butterflies  and 
insects  may  be  the  most  visible  indicators  of  this  function.  Yet  we  know  that  even  an  urban  ar  ea  like 
San  Francisco  is  home  to  mammals  such  as  coyote,  fox  and  skunk.  In  addition,  a  wide  range  of 
reptiles  and  amphibians  are  present.  These  organisms  face  many  challenges  to  their  survival 
including  habitat  fragmentati on  and  loss,  traffic,  domestic  pets  and  human  activities.  Connecting  and 
expanding  green  space  in  S  an  Francisco  will  improve  conditions  for  wildlife. 

There  are  numerous  opportunities  throughout  San  Francisco  to  maintain  and  enhance  the  urban 
forest  particularly  within  public  parks  and  institutions.  There  are  many  stakeholders  in  this  effort  such 
as  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Park,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Laguna  Honda 
Hospital,  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest. 


4  Purdue  News.  April  2002.  Researchers  say  trees  could  affect  land  use,  reduce  skin  cancer. 
http://www.purdue.edu/UNS/html4ever/020422.Grant.shade.html 

5  Kuo,  F.  E,  Sullivan,  W.C.  2001.  Environment  and  crime  in  the  inner  city:  does  vegetation  reduce  crime?  Environment  and 
Behavior,  (33)  3:  343-367. 

6  Taylor,  A.F.,  Kuo,  F.E.  and  W.C.  Sullivan.  2001.  Coping  With  ADD:  The  Surprising  Connection  to  Green  Play  Settings. 
Environment  and  Behavior  (33)1 :  54-77. 

7  Geiger,  J.R.  2001.  Save  dollars  with  shade.  Center  for  Urban  Forest  Research,  Pacific  Southwest  Research  Station.  USDA 
Forest  Service.  4  pg. 


■a 

o 

E 

UJ 
Q£ 
O 
u. 

=) 


c 

'</) 
3 

■D 

a> 

N 

>• 
73 
c 
re 

(A 

.2 
'o 
CO 

C 
C 

o 

«3 
3 

a 
o 
a 

o 
w 

0) 

CO 


o 
o 

♦3 
(Q 
0L 

cm 
« 
3 
re 


^  E 
a>  £ 

2  3 

a- 

(A 


a>  *- 

O  A 

a>  3 
Q-  cr 

to 


as 


re 


re 

5  £ 


o 

i_  (A 

a>  a> 

2  as 

E  h 

3 


C 
O 

+5 
J2 

3 

a 

o 

CL 


6 


m 

o 

CO 

CO 

Oi 

CM 

co 

oq 

CO 

o 

CO 

o 

o 

o" 

CN 

CO 

m 

h-" 


oo 

00 


ID 
CM 
CO 

m" 

CO 
CN 


>- 
z 

c" 

o 
2 

CO 


o 

co 


05 


1^ 
co 

CO 

co" 

CM 
CM 


b 

>. 

CO 

in 


o 

CO 


co 


o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o" 

co" 

co" 

co 

CO 

CO 

CO 

co 
co 

co" 


O 
O 
U> 
O 

c 

CO 
w 


co 
co 

LO 


to 
co 


co  < 
CO  O 


co 

cm" 


CM 


to" 
oo 


< 
0. 


a> 

T3 

re 

!e 
0. 


co 
to 
o 


CM 
CM 


O 
O 

o 

o" 
o 


CO 
CM 

co" 

00 

cn" 


m 

■<*" 

CM 


co 

00 

CO 

CO 

in 

co 

co 

co 

co 

m 

CD 

CO 

Oi 

CM 

oo 

o" 

lO 

m" 

cm" 

CO 

m 
«t 
co" 
oo 


co 
co 

CM 

■*" 
m 


o 

co 
o 

!c 
O 


c 
o 

-4— » 

to 
o 
00 


m 
co 

N-" 
CM 


00 


oo"  o 
oo 


o 
o 

CM 


CM 

cm" 


m 


m 
co 


co 
o 
E 

To 

GO 


CO 

-»— ' 

CO 
T3 

O 

jS  CD 
CO  T_ 

T3  tn 

§  1 

sj 

to 

3  Cfl 

S  B 
O  CO 

(A  TJ 
CO  CO 
•*-> 
CO  c 

CO  D 


■a 

Q) 

'c 


ra 

CO 
T3 
CO 


o 

o  = 

(0  -!Z 
O  0- 

*±   CO  >» 

re  i-  .t; 

TJ  Li.  O 

c  s  >» 

O   CO  CO 

re    -  co 

\^ 
°-  2  o 

2  ooi 
"■on 

£  00  Z 

co  £  ° 

S  E  | 

3  2  to 
O  (0  o 
OT  00  DO 


Q. 

oo 
o 
o 


o 

CO 


U  i- 


«  co  ^2 
3  CD  w  o 

S    o    i-  O 


o 

CO 


0 


CO 


c 
_>> 
JX. 
o 
o 

.  I  

CD 


o 

CO 


< 

O 

6 
o 
c/> 
o 
c 


c 

(0 


< 


0) 
(0 


O 
D) 
(0 
O 

!c 
O 


c 
o 
to 
o 

CD 


I— 

o 
E 

15 
m 


Urban  Forest  Plan 

SF  Urban  Forestry  Council 


Page  1 1 


The  Department  of  Recreation  and  Park  manages  3,480  acres  and  209  parks,  which  provide  habitat 
for  trees.  Implementation  of  Recreation  and  Park' s  existing  forest  management  plans  would  result  in 
improvements  to  the  urban  forest.  Within  Recreation  and  Park,  the  Natural  A  reas  Division  manages  a 
smaller  area  (860  acres  within  31  parks)  and  focuses  on  habitat  restoration  for  native  pi  ants  and 
animals.  Another  opportunity  is  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC)  Alameda 
Watershed  Plan.  The  primary  objective  of  this  plan  is  to  ensure  a  sustainable  supply  of  clean  water 
for  the  present  population  and  futur  e  generations  of  S  an  Francisco.  A  focus  on  planting  and 
maintaining  the  urban  forest  on  PUC  land  would  complement  the  vegetation  management  goals  in  the 
Alameda  Watershed  Plan.  Furthermore,  public  institutions  such  as  Laguna  Honda  Hospital  are 
interested  in  establishi  ng  more  trees  but  they  need  resources.  The  role  of  the  Departm  ent  of  Public 
Works  and  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  w  ill  be  discussed  in  detail  in  the  next  section. 

In  summary,  each  year  trees  in  San  Francisco  are  planted  and  removed.  Because  the  City  has  no 
native  forest,  there  is  little  natural  regeneration.  For  this  reason,  maintaining  the  current  forest  of 
668,000  trees  requires  that  planting  keep  pace  with  tree  removal.  There  is  no  information  on  a 
citywide  level  as  to  whether  or  not  this  is  occurring. 


The  Forest  along  the  Streets 

Streets  and  public  rights-of-way  comprise  the  most  significant  opportunity  for  planting  within  the  city. 
But  although  one-quarter  of  the  city  (almost  8,000  acres  of  land)  is  devoted  to  these  public  spaces, 
they  are  underplanted  an  d  existing  trees  are  not  linked  to  a  larger  and  coherent  community.  Unlike 
trees  in  parks  and  backyard  areas,  street  trees  struggle  with  even  more  urban  stresses,  in  particular, 
soil  compaction  and  paved  surfaces  that  restrict  root  and  tree  growth.  At  the  same  time,  the  urban 
street  tree,  more  than  any  other  element  in  the  city  landscape,  can  most  effectively  mediate  due  to  its 
proximity,  the  environmental  impacts  of  vehicular  exhaust,  noise,  urban  run-off  and  pollution. 

The  capacity  of  streets  to  grow  trees  is  often  compromised  by  other  demands  like  vehicular  traffic.  A 
static  approach  to  street  design  must  be  replaced  by  a  new  attitude  that  envisions  the  urban  forest  as 
an  integral  part  of  the  infrastructure  of  the  street,  as  important  to  and  fundamental  ly  tied  to  a  much 
broader  and  diverse  vision,  related  to  all  modes  of  movement  and  imparting  a  sense  of  scale  and 
identity  that  makes  urban  environments  more  humane  and  livable.  In  some  cases,  street  plantings 
have  failed — for  various  reasons — and  now  need  to  be  replaced.  The  Market  Street  plantings  of 
London  plane  trees  (Platanus  x  acerifolia)  are  a  case  in  point.  Rather  than  creating  an  intentional 
ribbon  of  green  that  would  underscore  the  im  portance  of  this  street  in  the  city,  the  trees  along  M  arket 
are  stunted  and  contorted  and  appear  abused,  which  they  are.  In  these  cases,  m  ajor  new  street  tree 
plantings  should  be  undertaken  as  part  of  rethinking  a  broader  role  for  the  street  itself. 

Within  the  public  right-of-way  along  San  Francisco's  streets  are  approximately  106,000  trees,  or  16% 
of  the  City's  668,000  tree  urban  forest.8  Street  trees,  defined  by  location,  illustrate  the  diversity  of 
ownership  and  management  of  the  urban  forest.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  maintains 
about  26,000  trees,  primarily  located  along  boulevards  and  arterials.  Property  owners  maintain 
another  80,000  trees,  primarily  in  residential  settings. 

San  Francisco's  street  trees  are  not  evenly  distributed  across  the  city  (Table  3).  Street  tree 
populations,  both  publicly  and  privately  maintained,  range  from  3,723  trees  in  District  3  (North  Beach) 
to  12,898  in  District  5  (Western  Addi  tion).  Most  of  the  street  trees  in  District  4  (Sunset)  are  managed 


Maco,  S„  E.  G.  McPherson,  J.  Simpson,  P.  Peper  and  Q.  Xiao.  2003.  City  of  San  Francisco.  Street  Tree  Analysis. 
USDA  Forest  Service.  Pacific  Southwest  Research  Station.  Davis  CA.  117pp. 
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by  the  property  owner.  In  District  5  street  tree  management  is  more  evenly  divided  between  DP  W 
and  private  management. 


Table  3.  San  Francisco's  Street  Tree  Population  by  Supervisory  District 


District  Number  of  Trees  %  of 


DPW 

Private/Public 

*  Total 

Total 

1 

Richmond 

2,041 

3,604 

5,645 

5.3% 

2 

Marina 

1,076 

7,160 

8,236 

7.7% 

3 

North  Beach 

999 

2,724 

3,723 

3.5% 

4 

Sunset 

1,453 

7,115 

8,568 

8.0% 

5 

Western  Addition 

6,151 

6,747 

12,898 

12.1% 

6 

South  of  Market  area 

1,559 

9,421 

10,980 

10.3% 

7 

Merced 

2,317 

8,677 

10,994 

10.3% 

8 

Castro/Noe 

1,772 

12,636 

14,408 

13.5% 

9 

Mission/Bernal 

3,352 

9,063 

12,415 

1 1 .6% 

10 

Potrero/Bayview/H  P 

4,073 

8,438 

12,511 

1 1 .7% 

11 

Excelsior/Outer  Mission 

1,696 

4,714 

6,410 

6.0% 

Total 

26,490 

80,299 

106,789 

*Private/Public  denotes  street  trees  that  are  publicly  owned  but  managed  by  private  individuals  and/or  property 
owners. 


Sources  of  information 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry.  December  2005.  DPW  Trees. 
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Maco  et  al.  2003.  City  of  San  Francisco  Street  Tree  Analysis.  USDA  Forest  Service  Pacific  Southwest 
Research  Station,  Davis  CA. 

Rodgers,  A.  2005.  San  Francisco  District  map.  Planning  Department. 


Another  way  of  comprehending  the  num  ber  of  street  trees  is  to  compare  them  with  the  people  and 
streets  that  naturally  border  them.  With  106,000  street  trees  and  a  human  population  of  776,733 , 
there  are  approximately  seven  San  Franciscans  for  each  street  tree  (Table  4).  Across  districts,  the 
number  of  residents  per  tree  ranges  from  4.8  in  District  8  (Castro/Noe)  to  18.9  in  District  2  (North 
Beach).  Comparing  the  num  ber  of  street  trees  of  the  mi  les  of  streets  is  another  way  to  visualize  and 
comprehend  street  trees  in  San  Francisco.  The  citywide  average  is  1 13  trees  per  mile  of  street. 
However,  there  is  great  variation  in  the  number  of  street  tre  es  per  mile  among  districts.  The  number 
of  street  trees  per  mile  of  street  range  from  209  trees  per  mile  in  District  5  (Western  Addition)  to  66  in 
District  2  (North  Beach).  The  citywide  average  is  1 13  trees  per  mile  of  street. 

These  numbers  are  brief  summaries  of  street  tree  populations  that  permit  simple  comparison  between 
neighborhoods  in  San  Francisco;  they  are  not  intended  to  explai  n  the  multiple  factors  that  contribute 
to  the  variation  in  street  tree  population  and  condition. 

Looking  at  the  ratio  of  residents  to  each  street  tree  is  a  common  standard  of  com  parison  between 
cities.  With  seven  residents  for  each  street  tree,  San  Francisco  was  at  the  low  end  of  22  cities  whose 
street  tree  populations  were  studied  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  Forest  Service. 
Los  Angeles,  Eugene,  OR  and  Syracuse,  NY  all  have  one  street  tree  for  every  five  residents. 

The  San  Francisco  street  tree  population  and  ratio  to  resident  s  lags  behind  other  cities  for  many 
reasons.  In  a  majority  of  residential  areas,  the  p  roperty  owner  is  required  to  pay  for  street  tree 
planting  and  maintenance,  which  can  be  a  barrier  especially  to  lower  income  residents.  By  contrast 
some  cities  provide  street  trees  and  limited  maintenance  for  free.  Residents  may  also  have  cultural 
preferences  that  make  tree  planting  less  desirable. 

Besides  social  considerations,  there  are  physical  obstacles  to  planting  and  tending  he  althy  street 
trees.  Street  and  sidewalk  infrastructure  makes  it  difficult  to  plant  trees.  Furthermore,  overhead 
wires,  utility  undergrounding  and  paved  surfaces  are  often  prioritized  before  trees.  Often  the  paved 
area  of  the  street  is  far  more  extensive  than  is  needed  to  perform  the  necessary  functions  and 
creative  approaches  can  accomplish  larger  goals  for  reclaiming  space  for  pedestrians  and  bicycli  sts 
and  creating  streets  that  are  calmer  and  designed  to  be  m  ore  supportive  of  the  neighborhoods  and 
districts  around  them . 

A  tremendous  opportunity  exi  sts  to  take  advantage  of  lost  space  within  the  city  and  dramatically 
expand  the  urban  forest  through  the  conversion  of  pavement  into  healthy  soil  and  permeabl  e  surfaces 
capable  of  supporting  the  urban  for  est.  One  opportunity  is  transforming  public  rights-of-  way.  A  public 
right-of-way  is  an  area  affiliated  with  alleys,  boulevards,  courts,  lanes,  roads,  sidewalk  s,  spaces, 
streets,  unaccepted  streets  and  ways  w  ithin  San  Francisco  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works.  Common  examples  include  medians,  sidewalks,  triangles  and  unaccepted  streets. 
The  DPW  Street  Parks  Program  helps  community  members  transform  public  rights-of-way  into  open 
spaces  with  landscaping  and  other  amenities.  For  example,  the  San  Jose/Guerrero  Coalition  to  Save 
Our  Trees  transformed  street  medians  with  trees,  shrubs  and  plants,  while  the  Quesada  Gardens 
Initiative  established  a  community  garden  in  Bayview/Hunters  Point,  which  includes  trees. 
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These  efforts  compliment  Traffic  Calming  Program  Guidelines  developed  by  the  Department  of 
Parking  and  Transportation  (DPT).  Within  the  guidelines,  there  are  opportunities  to  incorporate  street 
trees.  About  50%  of  the  program's  projects  incorporate  trees,  shrubs,  rocks,  drought  tolerant  plants 
and  limited  irrigation  and  proposed  median  islands  would  incorporate  trees.  Also,  DPT  is  currently 
working  on  the  San  Francisco  Pedestrian  Plan,  which  is  another  way  to  promote  street  trees  and  their 
numerous  benefits. 

In  addition,  there  are  over  127,000  empty  planting  sites  present  along  City  streets.  Most  (98%)  of 
these  are  void  space,  locations  where  no  planting  basin  currently  exists.  Installing  a  tree  in  those 
spaces  requires  cutting  the  existing  pavement  and  creating  a  new  planting  basi  n.  About  5,000  spaces 
are  existing  basins  that  simply  lack  a  tree.  However,  some  existing  and  potential  basins  may  be 
unsuitable  for  tree  planting  due  to  considerations  li  ke  accessibility  for  the  disabled,  utilities,  driveways 
and  curb  cuts. 

As  with  the  trees  themselves,  potential  planting  spaces  are  not  evenly  spread  across  the  city.  For 
example,  less  than  30%  of  the  potential  planti  ng  spaces  in  Districts  4  and  11  are  planted  with  trees 
whereas  over  70%  in  Districts  5  and  8  have  trees  (Table  4). 

A  great  opportunity  exists  to  enhance  San  Francisco's  street  tree  population  by  simply  planting  within 
the  existing  street  system.  There  are  more  potential  planting  spaces  in  San  Francisco  (127,500)  than 
are  currently  occupied  by  a  street  tree  (106,000).  In  theory,  the  street  tree  population  could  be 
doubled  by  simply  planting  in  the  vacant  spaces.  However,  the  actual  number  of  potential  planting 
spaces  is  less  than  127,500  due  to  the  presence  of  underground  utilities,  view  sheds  and  proximity  to 
related  infrastructure.  Given  that  the  distributi  on  of  trees  across  the  city  is  uneven,  new  trees  coul  d  be 
installed  in  neighborhoods  with  fewer  street  trees. 

In  response  to  this  opportunity,  the  Urban  Forest  Council  has  written  a  Street  Tree  Action  Plan  that 
includes  planting,  maintenance  and  funding  goals.9  The  stated  target  of  planting  5,000  new  trees 
each  year  will  place  100,000  additional  streets  trees  over  20  years.  The  Mayor's  Office  is  leading  the 
implementation  of  this  plan,  which  supports  Article  11  of  the  United  Nations  Urban  Environmental 
Accords. 

Among  the  106,000  street  trees  in  the  city,  the  most  common  species  are  small-  and  medium-sized 
species:  Victorian  box,  Indian  laurel,  New  Zealand  Christmas  tree  and  plum.  Large  tree  species  such 
as  blue  gum,  Monterey  pine  and  Monterey  cypress,  while  common  in  the  open  space  areas,  are 
present  only  in  small  numbers.  It  is  important  to  plant  the  largest  tree  possible  for  each  planting  site 
whenever  possible.  In  some  cases  there  is  not  enough  space,  either  above-  or  below -ground,  for 
large  trees  along  city  streets. 

Citywide,  60%  of  the  street  trees  are  in  good  condition,  30%  i  n  fair  and  1 0%  in  poor  condition  or  dead. 
Tree  condition  varies  across  the  city  due  to  spec  ies  selection,  growing  conditions  and  ongoing  care 
and  maintenance.  In  District  6  (SOMA)  for  example,  85%  of  the  private  trees  are  in  good  condition 
while  in  Districts  3  (North  Beach)  and  11  (Excelsior/Outer  Mission),  only  27%  and  25%  are.  Given  the 
variation  in  economic  development  across  the  supervisorial  districts,  it  is  not  surprising  that  trees 
managed  by  private  property  owners  vary  in  condition.  It  is  surprising  that  the  same  pattern  occurs  in 
publicly  managed  street  trees.  Few  public  trees  in  District  10  (Potrero/Bayview/Hunters  Point)  are  in 
good  condition,  while  76%  in  District  11  (Excelsior/Outer  Mission)  are  in  good  condition. 


Urban  Forestry  Council.  November  2004.  Enhancing  San  Francisco's  Neighborhoods:  A  Proposed  Street  Tree  Action  Plan. 
4  pp. 
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Table  4.  San  Francisco's  Street  Tree  Population:  Distribution  by  Supervisory  District 


District  No.  residents      No.  trees  Filled 

per  tree       per  street  mile  planting 

space (%) 


1 

Richmond 

12.4 

79.0 

48 

2 

Marina 

8.1 

110.5 

67 

3 

North  Beach 

18.9 

66.2 

39 

4 

Sunset 

8.2 

93.8 

26 

5 

Western  Addition 

5.6 

208.9 

72 

6 

South  of  Market  area 

6.4 

136.9 

42 

7 

Merced 

6.3 

76.9 

32 

8 

Castro/Noe 

4.8 

146.1 

71 

9 

Mission/Bernal 

5.7 

184.1 

62 

10 

Potrero/Bayview/HP 

5.2 

110.8  '•■ 

34 

11 

Excelsior/Outer  Mission 

7.9 

74.5 

29 

Total  7.0  112.8  44 


Sources  of  information 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry.  December  2005.  DPW  Trees. 

Maco  et  al.  2003.  City  of  San  Francisco  Street  Tree  Analysis.  USDA  Forest  Service  Pacific  Southwest 
Research  Station,  Davis  CA. 

Rodgers,  A.  2005.  San  Francisco  District  map.  Planning  Department. 
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Street  tree  survival  varies  depends  on  many  factors  such  as  location,  maintenance  and  community 
involvement.  Since  1987,  over  38,000  street  trees  have  been  planted  by  the  F  riends  of  the  Urban 
Forest  (FUF),  the  City's  foremost  non-profit  tree  organization.10  A  survey  of  trees  planted  by  FUF  has 
shown  that  almost  90%  of  trees  were  alive  36  m  onths  after  planting  and  over  two-thirds  were  ali  ve  1 0 
years  after  planting.  There  were  important  species  and  location  differences  in  tree  survival  and 
growth,  information  that  helps  FUF  enhance  the  growth  and  performance  of  new  plantings.  Residents 
of  the  Castro/Eureka  Valley  areas  can  take  pride  that  over  90%  of  trees  were  alive  after  1 0  years.11  A 
national  study  on  community  based  urban  forestry  projects  confirms  the  effectiveness  of  Friends  of  the 
Urban  Forest  and  similar  organizations.12 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Department  of  P  ublic  Works  has  internal  departmental  data  on  street  tree 
mortality.  For  street  trees  managed  by  DPW,  the  estimated  mortality  rate  is  5%  within  five  years  after 
planting.  Then  the  estimated  mortality  rate  drops  to  1 .5%  after  five  years. 13 

There  is  no  comparable  study  or  data  set  for  st  reet  trees  managed  by  property  owners  without 
assistance  from  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  or  DPW. 

Common  objections  to  street  trees  are  potential  conflicts  with  pavement  and  utility  lines.  However,  in 
San  Francisco  there  are  relatively  few  conflicts  between  trees  and  these  types  of  infrastructure.  Only 
15%  of  street  trees  have  displaced  pavement  more  than  0.5  inches.  Although  the  vast  majority  of 
street  trees  are  located  beneath  overhead  utilities,  only  about  10%  have  been  topped  to  provide 
clearance.  Both  of  these  conflicts  may  become  more  significant  in  the  future  as  young  trees  enlarge 
in  size.  In  order  to  ensure  tree  growth  and  health  above  and  below  ground,  infrastructure 
improvements  are  necessary. 

In  2003,  the  Urban  Forest  Council  asked  a  team  of  scientists  from  the  US  DA  Forest  Service's 
research  unit  in  Davis,  California  to  calculate  the  costs  and  benefits  provided  by  the  C  ity's  street 
trees.14  The  Forest  Service  team  worked  in  cooperation  with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  and 
Department  of  Public  Works  to  survey  the  street  tree  population.  S  ubsequently,  the  Forest  Service 
analyzed  the  cost  of  managing  26,490  trees  maintained  by  DPW,  and  evaluated  the  benefits  provided 
by  the  trees  to  the  city. 

Street  trees  managed  by  DPW: 

■  Have  an. annual  maintenance  cost  of  $4.77  m  illion,  based  an  operating  budget  of  S3. 43  mi  llion 
and  $1.35  million  spent  by  other  departments  on  street  trees.  The  largest  expenditures 
involve  tree  pruning  ($2.26  million)  and  litigation  costs  ($1.08  million). 

■  Provide  the  city  with  $7.5  million  in  annual  benefits  including  property  value  increases  which 
account  for  $6.9  mi  llion  per  year  of  this  total. 

■  Provide  $467,000  per  year  in  controlling  storm  water  runoff. 

■  Provide  savings  of  $85,000  in  energy  costs  (heating  &  cooling)  to  adjacent  properties. 

On  balance,  the  benefits  provided  by  city-managed  street  trees  equal  the  costs  associated  with  their 
care.  The  Street  Tree  Action  Plan  provides  goals  and  a  budget  to  increase  the  quan  tity  and  quality  of 
street  trees  in  San  Francisco. 


10  Website  for  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest:  www.fuf.net. 

11  Sullivan,  M.J.  2004.  Survey  of  5  and  10  year  Old  Trees  Planted  by  FUF.  Available  at  www.sftrees.com. 

12  Bond,  J.  October  2005.  The  Significance  of  Young  Urban  Tree  Mortality  on  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  Planning 
Urban  Tree  Canopy  Cover  Inclusion  in  State  Implementation  Plans. 

13  Department  of  Public  Works.  2005.  Street  Tree  Mortality  Estimates. 

14  Maco,  S.,  E.  G.  McPherson,  J.  Simpson,  P.  Peper  and  Q.  Xiao.  September  2003.  City  of  San  Francisco  California - 
Street  Tree  Analysis.  USDA  Forest  Service.  Pacific  Southwest  Research  Station.  Davis  CA.  117pp. 
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San  Francisco's  Urban  Forest  as  seen  by  the  Community 

In  early  2005,  the  Urban  Forest  Council  asked  1,100  residents,  100  in  each  of  the  11  Supervisory 
Districts,  to  comment  on  their  feelings  and  attitudes  about  the  City's  urban  forest.15  Overall,  residents 
were  satisfied  with  the  quantity  and  quality  of  trees  in  the  city ,  and  were  somewhat  more  satisfied  with 
parks  than  with  the  trees  on  the  street  where  they  live. 

Across  San  Francisco,  the  level  of  satisfaction  with  the  quality  and  quantity  of  street  trees  varied.  At 
one  end  of  the  scale,  just  over  70%  of  the  people  in  District  7  were  satisfied  with  the  trees  on  the 
streets  where  they  live.  In  contrast,  only  44%  and  45%  of  respondents  in  Districts  1 1  and  6  shared 
this  view.  The  satisfaction  levels  in  other  Districts  range  within  these  numbers.  T  here  did  not  appear 
to  be  a  relationship  between  num  ber  of  trees  in  a  District  and  overall  satisfaction. 

Most  San  Franciscans  (62%)  believed  that  city  government  and  its  agencies  should  be  responsible  for 
planting  and  caring  for  trees  along  city  streets.  A  majority  supported  increasing  the  parcel  tax  in  order 
that  the  government  m  ight  provide  these  services.  Property  owners,  however,  are  opposed  to  such  a 
tax.  Twenty-five  percent  (25% )  of  San  Franciscans  have  installed  a  tree  outside  their  home  or 
apartment,  and  another  25%  have  considered  doing  so. 

San  Franciscans  recognize  the  unique  character  and  qualities  of  rare  and  very  old  trees.  About  two- 
thirds  supported  legislation  that  would  prohibit  their  removal,  even  on  private  property. 


Summary:  The  Current  State  of  San  Francisco's  Urban  Forest 

San  Francisco's  urban  forest  consists  of  668,000  trees  located  in  1 )  a  small  number  of  large  parcels, 
2)  along  city  streets,  and  3)  a  large  number  of  small  parcels.  Estimates  are  that  over  200,000  trees 
are  found  in  open  spaces  such  as  the  Presidio  and  Golden  Gate  Park.  Ownership  of  these  parcels 
includes  state,  federal  and  municipal  agencies  as  well  as  private  landholders. 

The  majority  of  the  106,000  street  trees  are  in  good  condition.  Trees  al  ong  city  streets  are  generally 
smaller  in  size  than  those  found  in  parks.  The  ratio  of  the  City's  population  to  street  trees  is  about  7:1, 
which  is  below  that  of  other  cities.  The  Street  Tree  Action  Plan  provides  a  blueprint  for  increasing  the 
quantity  and  quality  of  street  trees.  Street  tree  management  is  shared  by  the  City  and  private  property 
owners. 

The  remaining  368,000  trees  that  comprise  the  urban  forest  are  found  on  residential  properties, 
within  commercial  and  industrial  areas,  and  as  part  of  the  landscapes  of  institutions  such  as 
hospitals  and  universities. 

Taken  together,  the  canopy  of  the  668,000  trees  covers  12%  of  San  Francisco's  land  area.  This 
forest  removes  contaminants  from  the  atmosphere,  reduces  storm  water  runoff,  provides  wildlife 
habitat,  and  enhances  property  values. 

San  Franciscans  value  the  City's  urban  forest.  Most  residents  are  satisfied  with  the  park  system  and 
value  its  presence.  A  majority  are  satisfied  with  the  trees  on  the  street  where  they  live.  One  in  four 
has  planted  a  tree!  A  majority  of  San  Franciscans  want  City  government  to  take  a  leadership  role  in 
managing  the  urba  n  forest. 


Research  was  performed  by  David  Binder  Research  and  included  100  voters  in  each  of  the  eleven  Districts. 
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IV.  A  Plan  for  the  Future  of  San  Francisco's  Urban  Forest 

San  Francisco  historically  lacked  a  natural  forest  resource.  The  existing  forest  is  the  result  of 
determined  human  efforts  at  planting  and  maintenance.  If  the  forest  is  going  to  be  sustained  in  the 
future,  the  same  committed  effort  is  needed.  San  Francisco's  urban  forest  cannot  maintain  itself  let 
alone  expand  itself.  Citizens,  government  agencies,  corporations  and  organizations  need  to 
establish,  care  for  and  maintain  it. 


Goal  1.  Maintain  and  conserve  the  existing  urban  forest. 

San  Francisco's  urban  forest  is  a  unique  assemblage  of  diverse  species,  bringing  together  trees  from 
all  over  the  world.  Many  of  the  large  groups  of  trees,  most  notably  in  the  Presidio,  Golden  Gate  Park, 
and  Mount  Sutro,  are  mature  and  are  reaching  the  end  of  their  life  spans,  with  greater  susceptibility  to 
disease  and  windthrow.  The  number  of  trees  in  these  areas  is  declining  and  the  possibilit  y  of  huge 
losses  during  episodes  of  drought,  high  winds  and  storms  or  to  disease  continues  to  increase  over 
time.  The  1998  Golden  Gate  Park  M  aster  Plan  estimated  that  30  to  40%  of  the  trees  in  the  park 
would  be  lost  in  the  next  20  years.  Over  the  period  1980  to  19  93,  the  tree  population  in  the  park 
declined  by  over  6,000  trees  (19%  of  the  total  in  the  Park).  The  Plan  noted,  "Park  forest  wil  I  continue 
to  decline  through  natural  aging  process." 

The  partnership  between  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  has 
resulted  in  thousands  of  trees  being  planted  along  city  streets.  There  has  not  been,  however,  a  plan 
to  address  maintenance  of  these  trees  as  they  become  mature.  At  this  time,  the  burden  for  care  falls 
to  the  property  owner. 

The  parks  and  street  plantings  are  significant  contributors  to  the  city's  livability  and  a  concerted  effort 
must  be  made  to  maintain  and  conserve  them .  Otherwise,  trees  will  decline  and  die  sooner  rather 
than  later.  Several  specific  actions  are  needed  to  maintain  and  sustain  this  valuable  resource: 

■  City  of  San  Francisco  departments  and  agencies  that  manage  trees  should  establi  sh  a  state  of 
the  art  stewardship  program  that  addresses  the  full  lifecycle  of  trees  within  the  urban  forest 
and  the  appropriate  strategies  and  ap  proaches  required  for  best  management  of  the  resource. 
Within  5  years,  the  Department  of  P  ublic  Works  and  Recreation  and  Park  D  epartment  should 
replace  the  current  "pruning  by  request"  effort  with  a  program  of  scheduled  maintenance  for  all 
trees. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  incorporate  an  urban  forest  component  into  the  city's 
general  plan. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  enact  legislative  tools  and  public  policies  that  protect 
existing  trees  on  public  and  private  property  and  provide  consistent  enforcement. 

■  City  departments  should  prepare  management  plans  for  the  trees  and  parks  they  manage. 
Agencies  outside  city  government  should  be  encouraged  to  do  the  sam  e. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  establish  a  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  trees.  Where  a  tr  ee  is 
removed  due  to  development,  whether  public  or  private,  the  responsible  party  should  be 
required  to  replace  its  value,  either  through  new  planting  or  fees. 

■  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  should  institute  a  more  aggressive  reforestation 
program  in  City  parks. 

■  City  departments  should  expand  programs  of  habitat  restoration,  particularly  in  remnant 
patches  of  pre-settlement  vegetation. 

■  The  Public  Utilities  Commission  should  cultivate  trees  and  vegetation  and  link  their  open 
space  with  other  areas  in  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area  as  part  of  the  Alameda  Watershed 
Management  Plan. 
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Goal  2.  Expand  the  urban  forest  through  new  planting. 

San  Francisco's  urban  forest  is  not  evenly  distributed  across  the  city.  Some  neighborhoods  and 
communities  have  fewer,  smaller  and  less  healthy  trees  than  others  and  they  receive  fewer  benefits 
from  trees.  To  provide  the  benefits  of  trees  to  all  residents,  street  and  park  tree  management 
programs  must  be  expanded  into  underserved  areas.  Given  the  economically  disadvantaged 
condition  of  some  districts,  the  City  and  its  partners  need  to  take  leadership  in  urban  forest 
management.  One  possibility  is  that  the  City's  Department  of  Public  Works  can  expand  the  number  of 
streets  along  which  it  maintains  trees. 

Before  the  Department  of  Public  Works  can  plant  new  street  trees,  the  existing  street  tree  program 
must  be  strengthened.  New  trees  must  be  planted  to  replace  trees  that  were  previously  removed 
from  existing  plantings  and  opportunities  for  new  plantings  need  to  be  realized  along  with  restructuring 
of  streets  and  other  public  spaces.  P  ublic  Works  acknowledges  that  new  trees  have  not  been  pi  anted 
at  a  rate  equal  to  their  removal.  In  addition,  capital  improvement  projects  remove  trees  without 
associated  replacement.  A  similar  situation  exists  in  other  City  departments  like  Recreation  and  Park. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  establish  a  goal  to  raise  canopy  cover  from  12%  to  15%  in 
the  next  10  years. 

■  The  City  should  ensure  that  street  design  and  redesign  projects  include  trees. 

■  The  Department  of  Public  Works  should  establish  a  goal  of  one  street  tree  for  every  5 
residents.  Current  levels  are  one  tree  for  every  7  residents.  A  street  tree  for  every  5  residents 
would  place  San  Francisco  at  the  average  ratio  for  cities  of  com  parable  size. 

■  The  Department  of  Public  Works  should  establish  a  goal  that  85%  of  planting  spaces  should 
be  planted.  This  should  occur  in  all  districts,  as  recommended  in  the  Urban  Forest  Council's 
Street  Tree  Action  Plan. 

■  The  Department  of  the  Environment,  using  the  results  of  the  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest's 
study  of  tree  planting,  should  coordinate  an  update  of  the  recommended  species  selection 
lists.  This  update  should  become  the  citywide  approved  list  for  use  by  all  City  departments. 

■  The  Department  of  Public  Works  should  investigate  improvements  for  street  tree  planting  such 
as  larger  tree  basins,  tree  trenches,  and  structural  soil. 

■  The  Department  of  Public  Works,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  other  City  departments  should  work  in  concert  with  neighborhood 
and  community  groups  in  areas  with  smaller  tree  populations  to  init  iate  street  and  park  tree 
plantings  such  as  North  Beach,  Sunset,  Merced,  Potrero  Hill,  Bayview/Hunters  Point,  and 
Excelsior/Outer  Mission  districts. 

■  The  Department  of  the  E  nvironment  should  engage  the  SF  Unified  School  District  and 
associated  parent-faculty  groups  at  local  schools  to  develop  a  tree  planting  and  m  aintenance 
program. 

■  City  departments  should  initiate  tree  planting  programs  at  municipal  facilities  in  the  North 
Beach,  Sunset,  Merced,  Potrero  Hill,  Bayview/Hunters  Point,  and  Excelsior/Outer  Mission 
districts. 

■  The  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Planning  Department  should  prioritize  key  streets  with 
potential  for  linking  the  city  that  can  become  corridors  for  planting. 

■  The  Planning  Departme  nt  and  Redevelopment  Agency  should  upgrade  and  expand  tree 
planting  and  landscape  requirements  in  new  projects. 


Goal  3.  Foster  a  shared  set  of  values  about  the  urban  forest  through  education  and  action. 

Few  residents  and  fewer  vis  itors  would  argue  that  San  Francisco  would  be  a  better  place  without  its 
urban  forest.  The  trees  that  comprise  the  urban  forest  make  the  City  a  more  livable,  enjoyable  and 
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desirable  place.  The  fact  that  75%  of  San  Franciscans  are  satisfied  with  the  City's  urban  forest 
reflects  this  observation.  The  challenge  lies  in  translating  that  sense  of  satisfaction  into  a  plan  of 
action,  one  with  some  urgency  associated  with  it. 

■  The  Department  of  the  Environment  should  coordinate  a  public  outreach  program  regarding 
the  value  of  parks,  open  space  and  individual  trees.  Disseminate  information  through  outlets 
such  as  utility  bills,  new  homeowner  packets  and  other  mass  outlets.  A  program  of  education 
on  the  current  policies  and  city  codes  associated  with  City  trees  as  well  as  information  on  what 
constitutes  proper  tree  selection  and  care. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  provide  information  and  take  input  from  cit  izens  and 
community  groups  in  those  areas  where  residents  are  not  completely  satisfied  with 
neighborhood  trees,  most  notably  North  Beach,  South  of  Market,  Mission/Bernal  and 
Excelsior/Outer  Mission. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  foster  com  munity  participation  and  special  celebrations 
associated  with  major  planting  events  like  Arbor  Day. 

■  The  Department  of  the  E  nvironment  should  engage  the  School  District  to  incorporate  tree  care 
and  Arbor  Day  celebrations  into  the  elementary  school  curriculum . 

■  The  Department  of  the  Environment  should  engage  the  religious/spiritual  community  to 
incorporate  tree  planting  and  care  into  its  progra  ms. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  offer  creative  opportunities  to  support  u  rban  forestry  such  as 
memorial  tree  plantings,  adopt-a-tree  programs,  and  a  tree  endowment  fund. 

■  The  Planning  Departme  nt,  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Department  of  Public  Works  should 
specify  that  new  developments  and  streetscapes  must  provide  adequate  space  for  trees  and 
growing  conditions  that  ensure  their  survival  and  development. 

■  The  Planning  Department,  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Department  of  Public  Works  should 
ensure  that  street  design  and  redesign  projects  include  trees  as  one  of  th  e  project  goals, 
protecting  existing  trees  where  appropriate,  and  providing  adequate  growing  conditi  ons  for 
new  trees. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  publicly  commemorate  outstanding  contributions  to  the 
urban  forest  from  individuals,  community  organizations,  city  agencies  and  donors. 


Goal  4.  Manage  the  urban  forest  in  a  coordinated,  responsible  and  effective  manner. 

San  Franciscans  want  city  government  to  take  the  lead  role  in  managing  the  urban  forest.  They 
expect  public  agencies  to  be  role  models  for  its  stewardship.  Since  the  City  does  not  have  a 
centralized  urban  forestry  department,  there  is  a  need  for  interagency  coordination,  com  munication, 
and  consistency  of  action.  The  Department  of  the  Environment  currently  meets  the  role  of 
coordinator.  Additional  steps  are  needed: 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco,  through  the  Department  of  the  Environment  should  establish  an 
interdepartmental  working  group  composed  of  all  departments  and  agencies  that  have  urban 
forest  management  responsibility. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  establish  clear  lines  of  responsibility  within  City  government 
for  planting,  maintenance  and  management  of  the  urban  forest. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  develop  standards  and  b  est  management  practices  for  tree 
selection  and  care.  It  must  ensure  that  all  City  departments  and  projects  em  ploy  the 
standards. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  direct  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  establish  a  sub- 
committee of  the  Urban  Forest  Council  to  work  with  owners  of  open  space  parcels  on  issues  of 
common  interest. 
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■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  develop  standards  for  the  planting  a  nd  maintenance  of  all 
new  plantings  by  all  agencies  and  contractors  in  the  City. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  incorporate  trees  in  all  street  redesign  projects,  which 
provide  pedestrian,  bicyclist  and  traffic  calming  benefits.  Opportunities  exist  within  the 
Pedestrian  Master  Plan  and  Traffic  Calming  Program  Guidelines. 

■  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  include  urban  forestry  professionals  in  the  City  departments 
(such  as  Planning)  to  provide  expertise,  review  plans,  troubleshoot  potential  problems,  and 
follow  through  on  maintenance  and  management  of  the  urban  forest. 


Goal  5.  Identify  sustainable  approaches  for  the  funding  and  implementation  of  urban  forest 
initiatives. 

Taking  care  of  the  urban  forest  requires  a  significant  investment  of  labor,  resources  and  skills  and 
each  stage  in  a  tree's  life  requires  a  certain  level  of  maintenance.  Investing  in  pruning,  watering  and 
mulch  for  young  trees  will  reduce  maintenance  costs  in  the  long  run  as  the  forest  ages.  Properly 
maintaining  a  mature,  aging  forest  resource  is  costly  and  more  labor  intensive  than  maintaining  young 
trees.  Funding  has  not  kept  pace  with  need.  In  fact,  funding  levels  for  tree  care  within  City  agencies 
has  declined.  The  impact  on  care  of  the  urban  forest  is  clear  and  direct.  For  example,  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Forest  Management  Plan  created  in  1 980  outlined  a  25  to  30  year  tree  re  placement  cycle 
for  the  park's  aging  forests  and  yet  in  1998,  the  reforestation  project  was  operating  on  a  50-year 
cycle.  Creating  and  caring  for  the  e  xisting  urban  forest  and  extending  into  underserved  areas  will 
require  additional,  stable  financial  resources. 

In  2000,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  lost  approximately  25%  of  its  available  funding  for  new 
planting  when  Proposition  B  expired.  The  Department  suffered  additional  cutbacks  due  to  the  loss  of 
sales  tax  revenue.  This  occurs  at  the  same  time  that  trees  planted  by  F  riends  of  the  Urban  Forest  are 
maturing  and  in  need  of  additional  care.  Moreover,  planting  has  not  kept  pace  with  removals.  In 
short,  there  is  a  crisis  in  funding  the  street  tree  program. 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Departm  ent  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  are  only  the  two  most 
obvious  examples  of  the  inadequacy  of  current  funding  to  sustain  the  existing  urban  forest.  Other  City 
departments  with  tree  and  forest  management  responsibility  face  similar  shortfalls.  Without  increases 
in  funding  base,  the  City  cannot  care  for  its  urban  forest. 
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V.  Working  the  Plan:  Action  Items  and  Next  Steps 

Implementation  of  the  goals  and  action  items  will  require  a  coordinated  effort  by  all  who  hold  San 
Francisco's  urban  forest  important.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  must  take  the  leadership  role.  The  City 
owns  some  of  the  most  significant  parts  of  the  urban  forest,  sets  the  policies  and  funding  for  their 
management,  and  is  the  role  model  for  other  owners  and  managers.  Whi  le  a  number  of  City 
departments  will  be  involved,  the  burden  of  leadership  will  rest  with  the  Department  of  the 
Environment's-Urban  Forest  Council,  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  and  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department. 

Although  all  of  the  action  items  are  important,  several  stand  out  as  requiring  im  mediate  attention: 

1 .  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  develop  a  citywide  set  of  standards  and  best 
management  practices  for  tree  selection,  purchase,  installation  and  care.  The  City  of 
San  Francisco's  tree  management  is  the  model  for  how  private  property  owners  will  manage 
theirs.  For  this  reason,  the  City  needs  creative  approaches,  consistent  standards  and  quality 
tree  care.  The  Urban  Forest  Council  should  take  the  lead  to  create  standards,  which  include: 

a.  Best  practices  for  tree. planting  incl  uding  recommended  species,  nursery  selection, 
structural  evaluation,  soil  volume,  etc. 

b.  Uniform  tree  pruning  standards  for  all  City  departments  based  on  the  most  recent  editions 
of  the  American  National  Standard  for  Tree  Care  Operations  (ANSI  Z133  and  A300)  as 
well  as  the  Best  Management  Practices  prepared  by  the  International  Society  of 
Arboriculture. 

c.  All  City  employees  who  have  responsibil  ity  for  tree  management  should  be  qualified  and 
participate  in  industry  continuing  education  prog  rams.  The  basic  qualification  is  the 
Certified  Arborist  program  of  the  International  S  ociety  of  Arboriculture. 

2.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  protect  existing  trees  from  and  during  development. 

a.  Require  tree  protection  plans  for  construction  and  developm  ent  projects.  The  Department 
of  Planning  should  establish  goals,  guidelines  and  forms  to  track  trees  before  and  after 
projects. 

b.  Establish  a  Landmark  Tree  Program  to  celebrate  and  protect  notable  trees  in  San 
Francisco  using  a  range  of  subjective  and  objective  factors. 

c.  Develop  an  awards  program  that  recognizes  innovative  examples  of  projects  that  protect 
valuable  trees. 

d.  Require  that  City  agencies,  private  developm  ents  and  individual  citizens  are  all  held  to  a 
consistent  set  of  standards. 

e.  Encourage  state  and  federal  agencies,  along  with  other  public  insti  tutions  exempt  from  City 
policies,  to  adhere  to  City  tree  protection  requirements  . 

3.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  establish  a  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  trees  on  public  and 
private  property.  Where  a  tree  is  removed  due  to  development  whether  public  or  private,  the 
responsible  party  should  be  required  to  replace  its  value,  either  through  new  planting  or  in-lieu 
fees. 

a.  Goal  of  no  net  loss  should  be  required  for  all  City  agencies  and  incorporated  into  policies 
and  ordinances  used  by  private  property  owners. 
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b.  Value  of  trees  should  be  establi  shed  using  the  Council  of  Tree  and  Landscape  A  ppraisers 
methodology. 

c.  Trees  that  are  diseased,  dying,  dangerous  and  in  other  wise  poor  condition  can  be  exempt 
from  certain  requirements. 

4.  City  of  San  Francisco  departments  should  institute  a  comprehensive  reforestation 
program  in  City  parks  and  public  institutions.  How  the  trees  are  managed  and  cared  for  in 
public  parks  and  facilities  is  a  physical  representation  of  the  City's  concern  and  commitment. 
An  aggressive  reforestation  program  i  n  these  locations  will  demonstrate  the  City's  support  for 
tree  planting  and  maintenance. 

a.  Work  with  the  Planning  Department  to  incorporate  tree  planting  in  the  landscape  master 
plan  for  projects. 

b.  Collaborate  with  Green  Schoolyard  Alliance,  Living  Library  and  other  community  groups  to 
develop  tree  programs  at  SF  Public  School  District  and  private  schools. 

c.  Work  with  the  Recreation  &  Park  to  reinstate  the  30- year  rotation  for  reforestation  at 
Golden  Gate  Park  and  implement  existing  forest  management  plans. 

d.  Assist  public  institutions  like  Laguna  Honda  Hospital  with  developing  and  implementing 
urban  forestry  management  plans. 

5.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  allocate  and  secure  funding  for  tree  planting  and 
maintenance  from  public  and  private  sources  including  partnerships.  San  Francisco's 
Urban  Forest  Council  has  the  responsibility  to  identify  and  secure  stable  funding  to  support  the 
planting  efforts  we  propose.  In  its  Street  Tree  Action  Plan,  the  Council  identified  funding 
needs  over  the  next  20  years.  A  research  project  supported  by  the  Council  indicated  voter 
approval  of  a  dedicated  sales  tax  inc  rease,  a  general  parcel  tax,  or  neighborhood  assessm  ent 
district  would  be  problematic.  As  a  result,  the  Council  is  currently  exploring  creative  options 
that  do  not  involve  taxes  or  general  funds  allocations.  The  following  items  are  suggested 
possibilities  for  funding  options  for  the  urban  forest. 

By  themselves,  none  of  these  would  yield  $20  m  illion  annually,  but  taken  together,  we  get  quite 
close. 

A.  Amend  Section  143  of  the  Planning  Code: 

For  renovation  projects  involving  more  than  $25,000,  the  property  owner  could  be  required 
to  plant  street  trees.  If  there  is  an  existing  street  tree  or  no  room  to  plant  one,  or  the 
Planning  Department  waives  the  requirement,  the  property  owner  could  pay  the  "in  lieu 
fee"  (currently  $560)  to  the  Adopt-a-Tree  Fund  or  provide  10  to  20  years  of  m  aintenance 
for  a  street  tree.  For  Neighborhood  Com  mercial  Districts,  the  requirement  can  be  to  plant 
24"  box  trees  or  larger  instead  of  15  gallon  trees.  The  application  of  Section  143  could  be 
broadened  to  other  districts,  s  uch  as  industrial  districts. 

The  number  of  subject  renovations  can  be  esti  mated  based  on  the  num  ber  of  projects  that 
are  permitted  through  the  Departme  nt  of  Building  Inspection  each  year,  which  historically 
figures  between  2,500  and  3,500  renovations.  This  proposal  could  generate  upwards  of 
$1 .4  million  to  $2  million  per  year. 

Increasing  the  tree  requirements  for  Planned  Unit  Developments  is  another  practical  way 
to  increase  the  quantity  and  quality  of  street  trees.  Add  a  requirement  to  plant  both  sides 
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of  the  street  adjacent  to  a  Planned  Unit  Development  or  pay  an  in  lieu  fee  if  it  is  not 
possible. 

B.  Increase  parking  meter  revenue,  dedicating  a  portion  to  tree  planting  & 
maintenance. 

There  are  three  potential  ways  of  doing  this:  1 )  activating  select  meters  on  Sundays,  2) 
increasing  the  overall  number  of  meters  in  the  City,  and  3)  charging  more  per  m  etered 
stay.  There  is  a  very  clear  nexus  between  private  automobiles  and  the  air-cleaning 
capabilities  of  our  City's  trees  ($1 .3  million  per  year).  A  public  education  cam  paign  could 
be  launched  called  "S  unday  for  Trees." 

C.  Establish  a  Capital  Campaign  to  build  an  Urban  Forest  Endowment. 

Much  like  the  successful  capital  campaigns  behind  the  Conservatory  of  F  lowers  or  the 
Crissy  Field  projects,  we  could  consider  launching  a  similarly  ambitious  capital  campaign 
to  create  an  endowment,  the  interest  on  which  would  provide  a  portion  of  o  ur  annual  need. 

D.  Establish  environmental  impact  fees  for  large-scale  developers. 

A  progressive  fee:  the  nexus  exists  between  the  ability  of  trees  to  mitigate  the  impact  of 
increased  automobile  traffic  on  air  quality,  air  pollution,  impervious  surface,  and  visual 
blight.  The  fee  would  not  require  a  campaign  or  election  cycle.  This  fee  would  mitigate 
traffic  and  air  quality  impacts  by  requiring  the  planting  of  trees,  or  alternatively  to  contribute 
to  a  fund  for  the  planting  of  street  trees.  Again,  the  recent  Urban  Forest  Council  data 
demonstrates  the  quantitative  link  between  air  quality  and  trees. 

E.  Establish  a  set-aside  for  Proposition  K  sales  tax  revenue  for  urban  forestry. 

F.  Encourage  private  initiatives  through  assessment  districts  or  other  means,  thus 
enabling  communities  to  take  greater  responsibility  in  implementing  tree  plantings 
and  reforestation  efforts 

G.  Set  aside  funding  for  urban  forestry  from  the  General  Fund. 

In  addition  to  the  specific  funding  sources  noted  above,  a  financially  sustainable  program 
must: 

■  Develop  a  consistent  message  about  the  urban  forest  and  com  municate  it  among  city, 
state  and  federal  leaders  and  agencies. 

■  Identify  planting  of  urban  trees  as  an  important  mitigation  for  the  environmental  impact  of  a 
wide  range  of  projects . 

■  Develop  programs  for  gifting  by  charitable  foundations,  groups  and  individuals. 

■  Aggressively  pursue  and  secure  funding  from  public  and  private  sources  for  planting  and 
maintenance. 

■  Establish  stable  funding  for  community  stewardship  program  s  like  Friends  of  the  Urban 
Forest,  Neighborhood  Parks  Council,  and  more. 

6.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  establish  one  or  more  goals  for  the  urban  forest  and 
monitor  the  results  periodically.  Because  the  benefits  of  the  urban  forest  are  directly 
related  to  extent  of  tree  canopy,  an  increased  canopy  would  provide  additi  onal  benefits  to  the 
City's  residents  and  visitors.  The  Urban  Forest  Council  Street  Tree  Action  Plan  is  a  blueprint 
to  reach  the  followi  ng  goals 
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a.  One  street  tree  for  every  5  residents,  raising  the  number  of  street  trees  from  106,000  to 
155,000. 

b.  15%  canopy  coverage,  increasing  t  he  number  of  trees  in  the  City  from  668,000  to  835,000. 
In  terms  of  monitoring 

c.  Complete  and  periodically  update  a  street  tree  inventory  in  a  centralized  database. 

d.  Update  the  UFORE  study  in  five  years. 

7.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  update  the  list  of  recommended  trees.  Trees  for  San 
Francisco  --  A  guide  to  street-tree  planting  and  care  was  published  in  1995  and  needs  to  be 
revised.  Friends  or  the  Urban  Forest  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  can  lead  the  efforts 
to  update  the  list  of  recommended  trees.  The  list  of  recommended  trees  should  reflect  tree 
availability,  horticultural  advancements  and  the  local  character  and  identity  of  San  Francisco. 
Furthermore,  the  list  of  planting  situations  needs  to  be  expanded  beyond  street  trees.  A 
related  idea  is  creating  a  list  of  "recommended  plants"  to  place  underneath  trees.  Likewise,  a 
list  of  "plants  to  avoid"  will  prevent  people  from  choosing  undesirable  or  invasive  vegetation 
that  interferes  with  the  health  of  the  tree. 

8.  Elected  and  community  leaders  in  San  Francisco  should  implement  tree  planting 
programs  targeting  underserved  neighborhoods  in  order  to  achieve  more 
environmental  equity  and  accessibility.  The  North  Beach,  Sunset,  Merced,  Potrero  Hill, 
Bay  view/Hunters  Point,  and  Excelsior-Outer  Mission  districts  have  a  lower  number  of  street 
trees  than  other  areas  of  the  City.  In  order  to  rectify  this  situation: 

a.  Direct  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  provide  additional  funding  to  the  Friends  of  the 
Urban  Forest  to  initiate  planting  projects  in  these  neighborhoods. 

b.  Engage  the  local  com  munity  groups  to  support  tree  planting  and  aftercare. 

c.  Direct  City  facilities  to  initiate  tree  planting  efforts  on  City  property. 

d.  Incorporate  tree  planting  into  larger  ne  ighborhood  improvement  efforts. 

e.  Facilitate  programs  to  create  miniparks  and  permeable  landscaping  where  open  space  is 
limited  (PlanfSF,  Sidewalk  Pocket  Park  Gardens,  DPW  Street  Parks). 

9.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  engage  the  SF  Unified  School  District,  Parent  Teacher 
Associations  and  community  groups  to  develop  tree  planting  and  care  programs.  Tree 
programs  at  schools  provide  shade,  UV  radiation  protection,  education  and  engagement. 

a.  Assist  Friends  of  the  Urban  F  orest  develop  a  tree  outreach  prog  ram  to  schools  and  school 
groups.  Provide  i  nformation  for  tree  planting  and  mai  ntenance. 

b.  Support  existing  groups  like  the  Green  School  Yard  Alliance  and  Living  Library  that  are 
developing  gardens  and  trees  on  school  property. 

c.  Incorporate  arboriculture,  urban  forestry  and  forest  conservation  into  school  curriculum 
activities. 

d.  Secure  funding  and  in-kind  donations  for  tree  pla  nting  and  care  in  schools  through 
government  and  private  sources. 

e.  Develop  a  recognition  program  to  acknowledge  tree  planting  and  care  at  schools. 

f.  Encourage  tree  care  professionals,  school  fam  ilies  and  neighbors  to  donate  time,  money 
and  resources  for  school  trees. 

The  Urban  Forest  Council  urges  the  City  of  San  Francisco  to  take  immediate  action  on  the  nine  steps 
listed  above  as  there  is  no  time  to  lose. 
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V.  San  Francisco's  Legislative  Process 


LEGISLATIVE  ACTIONS 

Legislation  consists  of  ordinances  (municipal  regulations  or  laws),  resolutions 
(formal  expression  of  intention,  opinion,  or  will),  and  occasionally  formal  motions 
(a  proposal  for  action).  Six  votes  are  required  to  pass  ordinances,  resolutions 
and  motions  unless  a  greater  number  is  required  by  State  law,  Charter  provision, 
Ordinance  or  Board  Rule.  The  Rules  of  Order  contain  an  index  to  votes  required 
on  various  matters.  A  majority  of  those  present  is  required  to  amend  proposed 
measures  and  to  approve  most  parliamentary  motions. 

Ordinances  are  prepared  by  the  City  Attorney  and  approved  as  to  form  by  the 
City  Attorney.  A  Supervisor  may  request  a  draft  of  an  ordinance  by  submitting  a 
request  on  an  "introduction"  form  to  the  Clerk,  who  then  requests  the  City 
Attorney  to  prepare  the  ordinance.  The  Supervisor  may  also  make  the  request 
directly  to  the  City  Attorney  (format  and  sample  are  found  in  the  Common  Folder 
under  shared  forms  and  templates). 

Resolutions  are  usually  prepared  by  the  office  of  the  sponsoring  Supervisor  or 
prepared  by  staff  within  a  City  department  (format  and  sample  are  found  in  the 
Common  Folder  under  shared  forms  and  templates). 

Motions  are  usually  prepared  by  the  office  of  the  sponsoring  Supervisor  or 
prepared  by  staff  within  a  City  department  (format  and  sample  are  found  in  the 
Common  Folder  under  shared  forms  and  templates). 

LEGISLATIVE  DIGEST 

The  Board  requests  the  City  Attorney's  office  to  provide,  as  a  routine  practice,  a 
brief  digest  of  each  proposed  ordinance  of  more  than  two  pages,  preferably  so 
that  it  is  available  at  the  time  of  ordinance  introduction.  The  Board  asks  that 
each  digest  be  brief  and  explain  in  as  simple  English  as  possible  the  effects  of 
the  ordinance  on  existing  law.  A  cover  letter  from  a  department  head  may 
summarize  the  legislation. 

INTRODUCED  LEGISLATION 

An  ordinance  or  resolution  is  introduced  in  writing  by  a  member  of  the  Board  by 
presenting  it  to  the  Clerk,  pursuant  to  Board  rules,  or  by  presenting  it  in  a  Board 
meeting.  When  a  department  head,  or  a  commission  established  by  the  Charter, 
proposes  an  ordinance  or  resolution,  it  is  normally  brought  to  the  Office  of  the 
Clerk  of  the  Board  prior  to  and  considered  introduced  by  the  Board  President  at 
that  time.  Monday  noon,  listed  at  the  rear  of  the  Board  agenda  for  the  second 
following  Tuesday's  agenda. 


SUNSHINE  ORDINANCE 


The  Sunshine  Ordinance  is  a  combination  open  meeting  law  and  public  record 
laws.  A  copy  of  the  full  text  is  provided  to  each  Supervisor. 

THE  LEGISLATIVE  PROCESS: 

FIRST  STEP:         Write  the  legislation.  Ordinances  are  normally  prepared  by 
the  City  Attorney  at  the  request  of  a  Supervisor,  the  Mayor, 
a  department  head,  or  a  commission,  based  on  a  draft  or 
other  written  request.  The  City  Attorney  must  approve  an 
ordinance  as  to  form  before  its  introduction.  The  City 
Attorney  prepares  a  brief  digest  of  any  ordinance  of  more 
than  two  pages. 

Resolutions,  if  not  bond  related,  are  normally  prepared  by  a 
Supervisor  or  by  a  department  requesting  the  action.  More 
complex  resolutions  are  sometimes  prepared  by  the  City 
Attorney  based  on  a  draft  submitted  by  a  Supervisor  or 
department.  Citizens  occasionally  submit  drafts  of 
proposed  resolutions  to  individual  Supervisors.  Resolutions 
authorizing  grant  expenditures  must  be  accompanied  by  a 
Grant  Information  Sheet  and  by  a  "disability  access 
checklist,"  and  before  submittal  be  approved  by  the  Mayor 
and  by  the  Controller's  Grants  Division.  Resolutions 
concerning  interim  zoning  controls  and  bonds  must  first  be 
approved  by  the  City  Attorney. 

SECOND  STEP:      Have  the  legislation  introduced.  Supervisors,  the  Mayor, 
and  department  heads  submit  ordinances  and  resolutions  to 
the  Clerk  for  introduction.  Supervisors  may  also  introduce 
requests  for  committee  hearings  on  a  subject  matter  without 
having  legislation.  Upon  introduction,  the  President  of  the 
Board  refers  legislation  and  subject  matter  hearing  requests 
to  one  of  the  standing  committees  for  public  hearing. 

THIRD  STEP:         Have  the  legislation  placed  on  a  committee  agenda. 

Committee  chairs  have  jurisdiction  on  whether  and  when  to 
calendar  matters  for  hearing.  Legislation  is  advertised  to  be 
heard  at  a  committee  meeting.  Committees  may  not 
consider  matters  that  have  not  been  advertised  in  the 
official  newspaper.  There  are  some  items  that  require 
special  notices  prior  to  the  hearing.  Check  with  the 
Committee  Clerk. 
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FOURTH  STEP:      Obtain  a  recommendation  from  the  committee.  The  public 
is  invited  to  attend  and  to  speak  on  any  matter  before  the 
committee.  In  order  to  be  sent  to  the  full  Board,  legislation 
needs  the  votes  of  two  of  the  three  members  of  a 
committee,  as  introduced  or  as  amended  by  the  committee. 
A  committee  may  send  legislation  to  the  full  Board  "without 
recommendation"  or  with  recommendation  of  "do  not  pass." 
Other  common  committee  actions  are  to  "continue  for  one 
month,"  "continue  to  the  call  of  the  chair,"  or  "table."  If  a 
committee  has  not  acted  on  an  ordinance  or  resolution 
within  30  days  after  its  referral  to  committee,  any  member  of 
the  Board  may  cause  the  matter  to  be  "called  from 
committee"  and  considered  by  the  full  Board  at  the  next 
meeting  (Refer  to  the  Rules  of  Order).  The  Board,  by  a 
two-thirds  vote,  may  waive  the  thirty-day  rule  (Refer  to 
Rules  of  Order  regarding  Committee  Hearing  on  Major 
Policy  Issues  Deferred  for  30  Days). 

FIFTH  STEP:  Obtain  the  majority  vote  (six  of  the  eleven  members)  of  the 

Board.  For  ordinances,  this  must  be  done  at  two  separate 
meetings.  On  some  matters,  such  as  overruling  the 
Planning  Commission,  eight  votes  are  required.  A  few 
urgent  or  very  routine  resolutions  are  adopted  on  the  day 
they  are  introduced,  without  being  referred  to  committee. 
Such  matters  require  a  unanimous  vote  of  the  Supervisors 
present. 

SIXTH  STEP:  Obtain  the  approval  of  the  Mayor.  Legislation  is  sent  to  the 
Mayor  no  later  than  the  day  after  approval  by  the  Board.  The  Mayor  then  has  10 
calendar  days  to  approve  or  veto  legislation.  If  the  Mayor  approves  an  ordinance 
it  normally  goes  into  effect  30  days  after  that  approval.  If  the  Mayor  approves  a 
resolution  it  goes  into  effect  immediately.  If  the  Mayor  vetoes  legislation,  it 
becomes  effective  only  if  eight  members  of  the  Board  vote  within  30  days  to 
override  the  veto.  If  the  Mayor  neither  approves  nor  vetoes,  the  legislation  is 
deemed  approved. 
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ELECTRONIC  COPY  OF  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION 

An  electronic  copy  of  the  proposed  resolution,  ordinance  or  motion  must  be 
transmitted  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  by  12:00  noon  on  Monday,  if  being 
submitted  by  a  Department,  or  on  the  Board  meeting  day  at  which  an  item 
is  being  introduced  by  a  Supervisor  or  the  Mayor.  (BOS  Legislation) 


THIRTY  DAY  RULE 

For  major  policy  matters,  the  Board  has  a  rule,  which  provides  that  legislation, 
which  will  create,  or  significantly  change  City  policy  may  not  be  heard  by  the 
committee  until  30  days  after  its  introduction.  Under  the  rule,  the  Clerk,  subject 
to  reversal  by  the  Board  President,  determines  whether  the  legislation  meets  the 
standard  of  the  rule. 


EFFECTIVE  DATE  OF  ORDINANCES 

Most  ordinances  become  effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  31st  day  after  approval 
by  the  Mayor.  That  is  so  that  during  the  30-day  period  voters  can  sign  a 
referendum  petition. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE  OF  RESOLUTIONS 

Most  resolutions  become  effective  on  signature  by  the  Mayor. 
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All  legislation  submitted  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  must  be  accompanied  by  a 
cover  letter  requesting  passage,  stating  reasons,  time  factors,  the  name  and 
telephone  number  of  a  contact  person. 


COVER  LETTER  SAMPLE 


Department/Board/Commission  Stationery 


Date 

Gloria  L.  Young,  Clerk  of  the  Board 
Board  of  Supervisors 
1  Dr.Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Room  244 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4689 

Dear  Ms.  Young: 

Attached  please  find  an  original  and  four  copies  of  proposed 
resolution/ordinance/motion  for  Board  of  Supervisors  approval,  which  (reason  for 
legislation). 

Cite  any  pertinent  information;  reference  to  applicable  codes. 

The  following  is  a  list  of  accompanying  documents  (five  sets): 
List  attachments. 
List  attachments. 

Cite  reason  for  special  timeline. 

The  following  person  may  be  contacted  regarding  this  matter: 
Name  and  telephone  number  of  contact  person. 


Department/Board/Commission  approval 
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Here  is  a  checklist  for  Motions. 

  The  original  and  four  copies  of  the  Motion,  and  five  complete  sets  of  any 

background  information,  must  be  accompanied  by  a  cover  letter 
requesting  passage,  stating  reasons,  time  factors,  the  name  and 
telephone  number  of  a  contact  person,  and  appropriate 
department/board/commission  approvals. 

  The  original  paper  copy  must  be  on  paper  with  red  vertical  lines  and 

numbered  lines.  Page  1  must  have  "File  No."  in  upper  left  and  "Motion 
No."  in  upper  right.  Subsequent  pages  have  red  vertical  lines  and  line 
numbers,  but  no  reference  to  File  number  or  Motion  number  at  top.  Note: 
If  you  use  the  80S  boilerplate,  it  will  print  the  header  and  line  numbers  in 
the  margin  automatically  but  you  must  use  the  red  line  paper  with  no 
numbers  (Order  paper  from  Reproduction  Bureau). 

  Short  title:  Single  spaced,  beginning  on  line  1,  in  brackets  [  ],  type  a  short 

subject  phrase  or  a  Plain  English  description  if  the  legal  title  is  not  clear 
and  specific  to  alert  a  person  of  average  intelligence  and  education.  Be 
brief,  concise  and  written  in  plain,  easily  understood  English,  consisting  of 
no  more  than  250  characters/spaces. 

  Insert  two  returns  (equal  to  four  line  spacing). 

  Long  title:  Double  space  the  legal  title  in  bold  print  (Arial,  12,  bold). 

Title  is  in  bold  using  upper  and  lower  sentence  case.  The  title 
always  starts  with  the  word  "Motion"  followed  by  a  word  ending  in 
"ING"  (a  gerund),  and  ends  with  a  period  (.) 

(i.e.  Motion  asking    the  Legislative  Analyst  to  report  on 

Assembly  Bill  17.  ) 

  Insert  two  returns  between  Title  and  Text.    Text  is  double  spaced,  in 

normal  print  (Arial,  12). 

  The  word  MOVED  is  in  all  caps,  indented  five  spaces,  followed  by  a  comma, 

and  the  sentence  begins  with  a  capital  letter. 

  If  you  need  to  cite  some  introductory  statement  of  fact,  use  the  Whereas 

format  before  you  do  the  Moved  clause. 

  The  word  WHEREAS  is  in  all  caps,  indented  five  spaces,  followed  by  a 

comma,  and  the  sentence  begins  with  a  capital  letter. 

  A  Whereas  clause,  if  followed  by  another  whereas  clause,  ends    ";  and," 


A  Whereas  clause,  if  followed  by  a  "MOVED"  clause,  ends  ";  now, 

therefore,  be  it" 

A  Moved  clause,  if  followed  by  another  moved  clause,  ends 
";  and,  be  it" 

Subsequent  moved  clause  begins,  indented  five  spaces, 
"FURTHER  MOVED," 
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Nothing  is  stapled  to  the  original  copy  of  the  motion. 


If  reference  is  made  to  related  material,  use  the  language  "on  file  with  the 
Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File  No.  (leave  at  least  15  blank 
spaces),  which  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  part  of  this  motion  as  if  set  forth 
fully  herein.  (Note:  Related  materials  must  be  submitted  at  the  time  the 
motion  is  delivered.) 

The  sponsor  of  the  motion  is  listed  in  the  footer,  lower  left  corner  of  first 
page. 

(Note:  To  insert  sponsor  name,  click  "View";  select  "Header  and 
Footer";  click  the  box  to  switch  to  the  footer  and  enter  name  of  Supervisor 
or  Department.) 
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Here  is  a  checklist  for  Resolutions. 


The  original  and  four  copies  of  the  resolution,  and  five  complete  sets  of 
any  background  information,  must  be  accompanied  by  a  cover  letter 
requesting  passage,  stating  reasons,  time  factors,  the  name  and 
telephone  number  of  a  contact  person,  and  appropriate 
department/board/commission  approvals. 

The  original  paper  copy  must  be  on  paper  with  red  vertical  lines  and 
numbered  lines.  Page  1  must  have  "File  No."  in  upper  left  and  "Resolution 
No."  printed  in  upper  right.  Subsequent  pages  have  red  vertical  lines  and 
line  numbers,  but  no  reference  to  File  number  or  Resolution  number  at 
top.  Note:  If  you  use  the  BOS  boilerplate,  it  will  print  the  header  and  line 
numbers  in  the  margin  automatically  but  you  must  use  the  red  line  paper 
with  no  numbers  (Order  paper  from  Reproduction  Bureau). 

Short  title:  Single  spaced,  beginning  on  line  1,  in  brackets  [  ],  type  a  short 
subject  phrase  or  a  Plain  English  description  if  the  legal  title  is  not  clear 
and  specific  to  alert  a  person  of  average  intelligence  and  education.  Be 
brief,  concise  and  written  in  plain,  easily  understood  English,  single 
spaced,  consisting  of  no  more  than  250  characters/spaces.  Insert  two 
returns  (equal  to  four  line  spacing). 

Long  title:  Double  space  the  legal  title  of  the  resolution  in  bold  print  (Arial, 
12,  Bold). 

Title  is  in  bold  using  upper  and  lower  sentence  case,  always  starts 
with  the  word  "Resolution"  followed  by  a  word  ending  in  "ING"  (a 
gerund),  and  ends  with  a  period  (.) . 

(i.e.  Resolution  urging  the  State  Legislature  to  adopt  Assembly  Bill 
17  relating  to... ) 

Insert  two  returns  between  Title  and  Text.  Text  is  double  spaced,  in 
normal  print  (Arial,  12). 

The  word  WHEREAS  is  in  all  caps,  indented  five  spaces,  followed  by  a 
comma,  and  the  sentence  begins  with  a  capital  letter. 

A  Whereas  clause,  if  followed  by  another  whereas  clause,  ends    ";  and," 

A  Whereas  clause,  if  followed  by  a  resolved  clause,  ends";  now, 
therefore,  be  it" 

A  Resolved  clause,  if  followed  by  another  resolved  clause,  ends 
";  and,  be  it" 

Subsequent  Resolved  clauses,  begins,  indented  five  spaces 
"FURTHER  RESOLVED," 
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Nothing  is  stapled  to  the  resolution. 


If  reference  is  made  to  related  material,  use  the  language  "on  file  with  the 
Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File  No.  (leave  at  least  15  blank 
spaces),  which  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  part  of  this  resolution  as  if  set 
forth  fully  herein".  (Note:  Related  materials  must  be  submitted  at  the  time 
the  resolution  is  delivered.) 

If  reference  is  made  to  voiding  an  earlier  resolution  it  is  called  "rescinding" 
(not  repealing). 

If  resolution  relates  to  a  bond  measure,  it  must  be  approved  as  to  form  by 
the  City  Attorney. 

If  resolution  approves  a  grant  expenditure,  the  resolution  must  be 
approved  by  the  Mayor  and  by  the  Controller's  Grants  Division,  and  be 
accompanied  by  required  supporting  data. 

If  resolution  is  to  be  forwarded  to  federal  or  state  legislative  or 
administrative  officials,  it  should  end  with: 

"FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be  forwarded  to  his 
Honor,  the  Mayor,  with  a  request  that  he  transmit  copies  to  (e.g.  the 
members  of  Congress  from  San  Francisco  and  the  United  States  Senators 
from  California)  with  a  request  they  take  all  action  necessary  to  achieve 
the  objectives  of  this  resolution." 

If  a  resolution  is  endorsing  or  opposing  federal  or  state  legislation,  a  copy 
of  the  bill  must  be  attached. 

The  sponsor  of  the  resolution  is  listed  in  the  footer,  lower  left  corner  of  first 
page. 

(Note:  To  insert  sponsor  name,  click  "View";  select  "Header  and 
Footer";  click  the  box  to  switch  to  the  footer  and  enter  name  of  Supervisor 
or  Department.) 
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Here  is  a  checklist  for  Ordinances. 


The  original  and  four  copies  of  the  ordinance  approved  as  to  form  by  the 
City  Attorney,  and  five  complete  sets  of  any  background  information,  must 
be  accompanied  by  a  cover  letter  requesting  passage,  stating  reasons, 
time  factors,  the  name  and  telephone  number  of  a  contact  person. 

The  original  paper  copy  must  be  on  paper  with  red  vertical  lines  and 
numbered  lines.  Page  1  must  have  "File  No."  in  upper  left  and  "Ordinance 
No."  in  upper  right.  Subsequent  pages  have  red  vertical  lines  and  line 
numbers,  but  no  reference  to  File  number  or  Ordinance  number  at  top. 
Note:  If  you  use  the  BOS  boilerplate,  it  will  print  the  header  and  line 
numbers  in  the  margin  automatically  but  you  must  use  the  red  line  paper 
with  no  numbers  (Order  paper  from  Reproduction  Bureau). 

Short  title:  Single  spaced,  beginning  on  line  1,  in  brackets  [  ],  type  a  short 
subject  phrase  or  a  Plain  English  description  if  the  legal  title  is  not  clear 
and  specific  to  alert  a  person  of  average  intelligence  and  education.  Be 
brief,  concise  and  written  in  plain,  easily  understood  English,  single 
spaced,  consisting  of  no  more  than  250  characters/spaces.  Insert  two 
returns  (equal  to  four  line  spacing). 

Long  title:  Double  space  the  legal  title  of  the  ordinance  in  bold  print  (Arial, 
12,  Bold). 

Title  in  bold,  using  upper  and  lower  sentence  case,  always  start  with 
the  word  "Ordinance"  followed  by  a  word  ending  in  "ING"  (a  gerund), 
and  ends  with  a  period  (.) 

Insert  two  returns  between  Title  and  Text.  Text,  double  spaced,  in  normal 
print,  (Arial,  12). 

Nothing  is  stapled  to  the  ordinance. 

If  reference  is  made  to  related  material,  use  the  language  "on  file  with  the 
Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File  No.  (leave  at  least  15  blank 
spaces),  which  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  part  of  this  ordinance  as  if  set 
forth  fully  herein".  (Note:  Related  materials  must  be  submitted  at  the  time 
the  ordinance  is  delivered.) 

If  longer  than  two  pages,  it  must  be  accompanied  by  a  brief  Legislative 
Digest  prepared  by  City  Attorney. 

If  appropriation  ordinance,  the  Mayor  must  approve  before  submittal. 

If  appropriation  ordinance,  the  Controller  must  approve  before  submittal. 

If  an  emergency  ordinance,  the  title  ends  with  ";  an  emergency  measure." 
and  the  text  states  the  nature  of  the  emergency. 

If  amending  a  municipal  code,  name  the  specific  code  and  section 
numbers  in  title. 
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Contains  no  Whereas  clauses,  but  may  have  a  findings  section. 
Must  be  approved  as  to  form  by  City  Attorney. 

Title  explains  purpose  of  change  to  existing  law.  If  adding  new  Chapter  to 
any  municipal  codes,  the  new  section  numbers  must  also  be  cited  in  the 
title. 

Ordinance  must  be  confined  to  one  subject  which  is  clearly  expressed  in 
the  title. 

Ordinance  starts  "Be  it  ordained  by  the  People  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco:" 

If  the  ordinance  amends  any  Municipal  Code,  immediately  following  the 
title  is 

NOTE:    Additions  are  italic.  Times  New  Roman,  single  underlined: 
deletions  are  strikothrough  italic,  Times  Now  Roman 
Board  amendment  additions  are  double  underlined. 
Board  amendment  deletions  are  strikothrough  normal. 

The  sponsor  of  the  Ordinance  is  listed  in  the  footer, 
lower  left  corner  of  first  page. 

(Note:  To  insert  sponsor  name, 

click  "View";  select  "Header  and  Footer";  click  the  box  to  switch  to 
the  footer) 
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File  No. 

LEGISLATIVE  DIGEST 

[Insert  Plain  English  Short  Title  -  no  longer  than  250  characters] 
Insert  complete  title  of  ordinance  in  bold  using  lower  case  letters. 

Existing  Law 

Insert  summary  of  current  provisions  of  law  being  amended 

Amendments  to  Current  Law 

Insert  summary  of  amendments  to  current  law  being  made  by  the  ordinance 

Background  Information 

Insert  background  information  to  asist  reader  in  understanding  the  "legislative 
history"  or  rationale  for  the  legislation 
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REQUESTING  SUPERVISOR  TO  INTRODUCE  LEGISLATION  DURING  A 
BOARD  MEETING  BY  A  DEPARTMENT  REPRESENTATIVE 


On  occasion  the  Department  representative  may  request  a  member  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  to  sponsor  and  introduce  legislation  at  an  upcoming  Board 
meeting. 

The  following  procedures  are  established  to  ensure  that  the  Clerk  of  the  Board's 
office  receives  the  electronic  documents  of  a  matter  to  be  sponsored  and 
introduced  by  a  Supervisor  (at  the  request  of  Department)  during  Roll  Call  For 
Introductions  at  a  Board  Meeting. 

The  Department  staff  shall: 

•  Provide  the  sponsoring  Supervisor  the  required  original  legislation  and  four 
copies,  with  supporting  documents  to  be  introduced  by  the  Supervisor  during 
roll  call  at  a  Board  meeting. 

•  Provide  the  sponsoring  Supervisor  with  the  electronic  version  which  will  be 
transmitted  to  the  Clerk's  staff  on  the  meeting  date. 
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INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  SENDING  E-MAIL  TO  THE  BOARD  OF 
SUPERVISORS  REGARDING  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION 


All  electronic  copies  of  proposed  legislation  to  be  introduced  to  the  B  oard  of  Supervisors 
are  to  be  sent  to  the  Board  as  an  attachm  ent(s)  to  an  e-mail  message. 

Please  use  the  e-mail  format  underneath  the  double  underlines  below  thes  e  messages. 
You  must  use  it  EXACTLY  as  shown  (i.e.,  complete  the  fields,  copy  the  entire  area 
under  the  double  underlines,  start  a  new  message  in  cc:Mail,  and  then  paste  the  copy 
into  the  message  area). 

NOTE:  all  typeface  is  in  Courier  12  pt  so  that,  when  copied/pasted,  it  will  translate 
correctly  in  cc:Mail  area,  line  up  correctly,  etc.  Do  not  convert  to  any  other  typeface.  Do 
not  change  tabs  or  spacing.  D  o  NOT  copy  the  double  underlines. 

ADDITIONAL  VITAL  NOTE:  New  Proposed  Legislation  MUST  be  e-mailed  to  BOS 
Legislation  no  later  than  12:00  noon  Monday  in  order  to  be  included  on  the  second 
following  Tuesday's  agenda  for  referral  to  Committee. 

Remember  to  ADD  THE  ATTACHMENT(S)  to  the  cc:Mail  before  you  send  it  to  BOS 
Legislation . 

CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  CITY  ATTORNEY'S  OFFICE 

BOARD  OF  SUPERVISOR  LEGISLATION 

To:  BOS  Legislation 

Date  January  11,   2  00  7 

RE: 

Attached  is  proposed  legislation  concerning 
The  attachments  are  listed  below. 
Attachments 

#         File  Name  Description   (motion,    res,  ord) 

1. 

List  Exhibits/documents  not  included  in  electronic  form 
(i.e.,  confidential  letters)  but  delivered  in  hard  copy- 
instead. 

1. 

Contacts : 

Name,   Deputy  City  Attorney 

Phone : 
Name,  Secretary 

Phone : 
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This  deadline  day  moves  to  Friday  when  Monday  is  a  holiday. 
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Changes  to  the  Legislation 


If  the  Department  discovers  a  correction  to  the  legislation,  the  following  policies 
are  established  regarding  substituting  the  corrected  version  to  the  Clerk  of  the 
Board. 

Because  the  electronic  copy  cannot  be  modified  once  it  is  attached  as  an 
Attachment  to  the  official  Board  File,  any  change  to  the  legislation  requires  (1 )  a 
new  version  be  prepared  as  a  separate  document;  (2)  the  revised  legislation  with 
cover  letter  be  submitted  for  processing;  (3)  the  revised  electronic  copy  be 
provided;  (4)  the  official  file  record  is  updated  and  another  version  is  attached. 

The  following  policies  are  established. 

Policy  The  Clerk  of  the  Board's  staff  will  not  process  any  file  if  the 

exhibits  or  attachments  mentioned  in  the  body  of  the  legislation 
are  missing.  The  documents  will  be  returned  to  the  department 
to  resubmit  with  its  exhibits  and  attachments. 

Policy:  The  electronic  documents  received  will  be  processed  "as  is"  by 

the  Clerk  of  the  Board's  staff. 

Policy  Changes,  whether  clerical  or  not,  can  only  be  done  as  follows: 

•  By  submitting  a  substitute  legislation  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  be  processed  all  over  again  (electronic  copy 
by  9:00  a.m.  and  paper  copy  by  noon  Monday)  and  the 
official  file  will  be  updated  with  a  new  version  attachment. 

•  Amended  at  a  Committee  meeting. 

•  Amended  at  a  Board  meeting. 

Policy  Adding  Sponsor  names  to  the  electronic  copy  of  the  legislation 

can  only  be  done  at  the  following  stages: 

•  When  first  introduced  by  a  Supervisor. 

•  When  the  legislation  is  amended. 

You  must  check  the  Legistar  legislative  file  record  history  for  a 
complete  list  of  sponsors  as  the  electronic  copy  of  the  legislation 
attachment  may  not  list  all  the  names. 
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For  Clerk's  Office  Only 


This  is  the  process  the  Clerk  of  the  Board's  staff  will  follow  when  minor 
amendments  are  adopted  by  the  Committee. 

Minor  amendments  adopted  by  Committee/Board,  prepared  by  the  Clerk. 


*Note:  Committee/Board  amendment  additions  are  double  underlined 

Committee/Board  amendment  deletions  are  strikothrough  normal 


Committee/Board  Clerk 


Committee/Board  Clerk 


Committee/Board  Clerk 


Retrieve  the  Legistar  legislation 
attachment;  save  as  new  document 
with  new  name  in  a  different  folder; 
make  minor  amendments 

Verify  the  amendment  with  Deputy  City 
Attorney,  if  necessary 

Email  the  new  version  to  Deputy  City 
Attorney  with  return  receipt. 

After  verifying  the  document,  save  as  a 
new  attachment  to  the  Legistar  history 
record. 


Instructions  to  add  or  delete  text  made  by  the  Committee/Board: 

Highlight  the  text  you  want  to  add  or  delete; 

Go  to  Format;  Font;  make  your  selection  as  follows: 

Underline:  Select  Double  (to  add  text) 

Effects:      Select  Strikethrough  (to  indicate  text  to  be  deleted) 


Reminder:  Standard  Font:  Arial 

Font  Style:  Regular 
Size:  12 
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For  Clerk's  Office  Only 


This  is  the  process  the  Clerk  of  the  Board's  staff  will  follow  when  major 
amendments  are  adopted  by  Committee. 

Complicated  (major)  amendments  requiring  City  Attorney's  assistance. 

*Note:    Board  amendment  additions  are  double  underlined 

Board  amendment  deletions  are  strikothrough  normal 


Committee/Board  Clerk 


City  Attorney 


Committee/Board  Clerk 


If  necessary,  email  notes  of  changes 
requested  by  Committee/Board  and 
ask  City  Attorney  to  prepare  the 
legislation;  return  receipt. 

To  prepare  amended  version,  using  the 
double  underline  and  strikethrough 
normal  notation)  and  email  to 
Committee/Board  Clerk  as  soon  as 
possible,  especially  if  there  is  a  change 
in  title  and  the  matter  has  been 
recommended  to  the  Board  for  the 
upcoming  agenda;  return  receipt. 

Print  and  sign  paper  copy,  if 
appropriate,  and  deliver  to  Clerk. 

After  verifying  the  document,  save  as  a 
new  attachment  to  the  Legistar  history 
record. 


Instructions  to  add  or  delete  text  made  by  the  Committee/Board: 

Highlight  the  text  you  want  to  add  or  delete; 

Go  to  Format;  Font;  make  your  selection  as  follows: 

Underline:  Select  Double  (to  add  text) 

Effects:      Select  Strikethrough  (to  indicate  text  to  be  deleted) 

Reminder:  Standard  Font:  Arial 

Font  Style:  Regular 
Size:  12 
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Quick  Reference 


Ordinance 

Must  be  approved  as  to  form  by  the  City  Attorney 
Must  be  sent  to  Committee 

Kesoiution 

Kesoiuiions  ao  not  require  uny  Attorneys  signature, 
except  for  bonds  and  certain  Redevelopment  and  land  use 
matters. 

Resolutions  may  contain  department  head  and  or 
commission  signatures  obtained  before  delivery  to  the 
Clerk  of  the  Board. 

Resolution  Grant 
Application  Package 
Information  and 
Instructions 

The  resolution  must  have  the  Mayor's  and  Controller's 
signatures  before  delivery  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board. 

NU  1  b. 

Acceptance  and  expenditure  of  any  grant  money  that 
would  result  in  creation  of  new  positions  must  be  approved 
by  Ordinance  and  an  appropriate  amendment  to  the  ASO. 
(Urd.  zou-Ub) 

Resolution  sponsor 

The  Department's  name  must  appear  at  the  footer  (except 
when  asking  a  Supervisor  to  sponsor  the  measure,  the 
Supervisor's  name  should  be  filled  in). 

Background  material 

The  legislation  package  must  include  all  documents 
referenced  in  the  body  of  the  proposed  legislation  before 
delivery  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board. 

Leaislation  Packaae  to 
contain  the  following 
documents 

•  Orininal  1  pnicilatinn  anrl  A  pnnipQ  with  rpm  lirpH 

w        \J\  lull  IOI   LCU 1  0 1  a  l\\J  !  1  Gil  \\J     T   ^VJfJIOO  Will  1  1  Cl-JUII  OVJ 

signatures 

•  Letter  on  Department  stationery 

•  Ordinance  digest 

•  Supporting  documents;  such  as,  agreement,  contract, 

Staff*  nr  Fpdpral  hill  pnv/ironmpntal  imnart  Ipa^p 

—>  lulC  Ul    1    CVJd  Cll  Will,   CI  IVII  Ul  IIIICI  1  Lul   II  1  1  L/Gtwlj  ICuOC, 

memorandum  of  understanding,  reports,  etc. 

Deadline  for  Electronic  copy 
And  paper  packet  to  be 
delivered  to  Clerk  of  the 
Board 

Monday  12:00  Noon  for  referral  on  the  second  following 
Tuesday's  agenda. 

Email  address:  BOS  Legislation. 
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WHO  TO  CALL  IN  THE  LEGISLATIVE  DIVISION 


Legislative  Division 

Deputy  Clerk 

Committee  Clerks 

Phone  Number 

Gail  Johnson,  Rules 

554-4445 

Linda  Laws  Citv  ODerations  and 
Neighborhood  Services 

554-4441 

\J\J^     IFF  1 

Deborah  Muccino,  Government  and  Audit 
&  Oversight  &  Select  Committee  on 

Fnrlinn  fniin  anri  fn^nn  \/in!pnp  p 
i  i  luii  ly  uui  i  <a\  ivj  vjcii  ty  v  i\j id  \\j  c 

554-4447 

Marv  RpH  1  anrl  I  J^p'^nri  Frnnnm  ir 

1 VI  Ctl  y    1  \CU  ,   Lul  1 VJ   UOU  Ctl  l\J   Lwl  IUI  1  1  1  v_» 

Development  Committee 

RR4-4449 

Victor  Young,  Budgets  Finance 
Committee 

554-7723 

Annette  Lonich  ,  City  &  School  District 

554-7706 

Legislative  Support  Staff 

Joy  Lamug  —Create  legislative  files  introduced 
from  Board  and  Departments,  process  all 
planning  appeals 

554-7712 

Annette  Lonich  -  create  the  weekly  Board 
agendas,  and  tasks  associated  with  the 
preparation,  Office  of  Economic  Analysis 
information,  City  &  School  District  Clerk  and 
assist  in  appeal  processing 

554-7706 

Renee  Craig  -  Process  and  distribute  approved 
legislation,  maintain  and  update  of  files  with 
Board  actions  and  processing  of  amendments 
from  Board  meetings,  distribute  Votes  and 
Legislation  Introduced 

554-7701 

Debbie  Roddy  -  Create  legislative  files  for 
without  reference  to  committee,  prepare 
legislation  introduce  file  for  Budget  Analyst, 
prepare  final  maps 

554-7709 
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SF  Environment 


GAVIN  NEWSOM,  MAYOR 
JARED  BLUMENFELD,  DIRECTOR 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


Regular  Meeting  Notice  and  Agenda 


Tuesday,  October  23,  2007  at  5:30  p.m. 
City  Hall,  Room  416 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Carolyn  Blair 

Mike  Boss 
Jocelyn  Cohen 
Steve  Griswold 
Malcolm  Hillan 


Terry  Milne 
Chair 


10-19-07 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 
OCT  1  9  2007 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


Milton  Marks 
Lena  Miller 
Kelly  Quirke 
Bonnie  Ora  Sherk 


David  Habert/Tom  Evans  AnMarie  Rodgers 

SF  Redevelopment  Agency  SF  Planning  Department 

Susan  Nervo  Carl  a  Short 

SF  Recreation  &  Park  Department  SF  Department  of  Public  Works 

Mark  Sustarich 

SF  Public  Utilities  Commission 

Mei  Ling  Hui 
Urban  Forestry  Environmental  Assistant 


Monica  Fish 

Urban  Forestry  Council  Secretary 


11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102 
www.sfenvironment.com 
Telephone  (415)  355-3709  Fax  554-6393    E-mail:  SFUrbanForestCouncil@sfgov.org 


Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 

Order  of  Business 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  September  28,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting 

(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  September  28,  2007  Regular  Meeting 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=69171).  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Process.  Discussion  on  how  the  Council  wants  to  engage  in  meetings, 
entertain  proposals,  make  decisions  and  take  actions  (Discussion)  (Continued  from  the  September  28, 
2007  Meeting)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Consensus  Decision  Making  (HTML) 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consensus_decision-making;  Public  Policy  Consensus  &  Mediation — State  of 
Maine  Best  Practices  (HTML)  http://www.maine.gov/coasensus/ppcm_consensus  home.htm  and  On  Conflict  and 

Consensus  (HTML)  http  ://www .  consensus  .net/oca c2  .html) 

SPONSOR:  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

4.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations 
relating  to  research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion) 

5.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Planning  &  Funding  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  1 8,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  9,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

6.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and  Discussion). 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

8.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Council  is  limited  to: 

1 .  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 


Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is 
the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location 
are:  #42  Downtown  Loop,  and  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations 
at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the 
agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation. 
Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415) 
554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554- 
7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be 
required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2. 100,  et.  seq]  to 
register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics 
Commission  at:  30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  581-2300,  fax  (415) 
581-2317;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Other  Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  thi^ 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street.  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above,  or  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary  at  the  above  address  or  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer 
recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the 
public. 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Posted:  October  18,  2007 
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From  Wikipedia,  the  free  encyclopedia 

Consensus  decision-making  is  a  decision-making  process  that  not  only  seeks  the  agreement  of  most 
participants,  but  also  to  resolve  or  mitigate  the  objections  of  the  minority  to  achieve  the  most  agreeable 
decision.  Consensus  is  usually  defined  as  meaning  both  general  agreement,  and  the  process  of  getting  to 
such  agreement.  Consensus  decision-making  is  thus  concerned  primarily  with  that  process. 

While  not  as  common  as  other  decision-making  procedures,  such  as  majoritarian  voting,  consensus  is 
used  by  a  wide  variety  of  groups.  Religious  denominations  such  as  the  Quakers,  economic  policy  bodies 
including  the  Dutch  Polder  Model  and  historical  Hanseatic  League,  anarchist  organizations  such  as  Food 
Not  Bombs  and  various  infoshops,  many  non -governmental  organizations,  and  even  entire  nations  such 
as  the  Haudenosaunee  use  consensus  decision-making.  Majoritarian  voting  is  considered  the  last  resort 
in  several  democracies,  consensus  decision-making  being  the  preferred  process. 
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What  is  consensus  decision-making? 

The  word  'consensus'  derives  from  the  Latin  cum  meaning  'with'  or  'together  with',  and  sentire  meaning 
to  'think'  or  'feel'.  Thus,  etymologically,  'consensus'  means  to  'think  or  feel  together'. 

As  a  decision-making  process,  consensus  aims  to  be: 

■  Inclusive:  As  many  stakeholders  as  possible  should  be  involved  in  the  consensus  decision-making 
process. 

■  Participatory:  The  consensus  process  should  actively  solicit  the  input  and  participation  of  all 
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decision-makers  J 1  ^ 

■  Co-operative:  Participants  in  an  effective  consensus  process  should  strive  to  reach  the  best 
possible  decision  for  the  group  and  all  of  its  members,  rather  than  opt  to  pursue  a  majority 

opinion,  potentially  to  the  detriment  of  a  minority 

■  Egalitarian:  All  members  of  a  consensus  decision-making  body  should  be  afforded,  as  much  as 
possible,  equal  input  into  the  process.  All  members  have  the  opportunity  to  table,  amend  and  veto 
or  "block"  proposals. 

■  Solution-oriented:  An  effective  consensus  decision-making  body  strives  to  emphasize  common 
agreement  over  differences  and  reach  effective  decisions  using  compromise  and  other  techniques 
to  avoid  or  resolve  mutually-exclusive  positions  within  the  group. 

Consensus  as  an  alternative  to  voting 

Proponents  of  consensus  decision  making  view  the  traditional,  majoritarian  voting  process  as 
undesirable  for  several  reasons. 

Voting  is  regarded  as  being  competitive,  rather  than  co-operative,  framing  decision-making  in  a  win/lose 

dichotomy  that  ignores  the  possibility  of  compromise  or  other  potential  solutions. ^  Additionally, 
majoritarian  rule  is  also  often  viewed  as  disempowering  or  alienating,  subjecting  a  minority  to  the  rule 

of  a  majority  position.^ 

Proponents  of  consensus  often  submit  that  this  'tyranny  of  the  majority'  exacerbates  the  problem  of 
partisanship  and  can  reduce  group  cohesion  and  effectiveness. 

Lastly,  advocates  of  consensus  frequently  state  that  a  majority  decision  reduces  the  commitment  of  each 
individual  decision-maker  to  the  decision.  Members  of  a  minority  position  may  feel  less  commitment  to 
a  majority  decision,  and  even  majority  voters  who  may  have  taken  their  positions  along  party  or  bloc 
lines  may  have  a  sense  of  reduced  responsibility  for  the  ultimate  decision.  The  result  of  this  reduced 
commitment,  according  to  many  consensus  proponents,  is  potentially  less  willingness  to  defend  or  act 
upon  the  decision. 

The  process  of  consensus  decision-making 

Since  the  consensus  decision-making  process  is  not  as 
formalized  as  others,  such  as  Roberts  Rules  of  Order,  the 
practical  details  of  its  implementation  vary  from  group  to 
group.  However,  there  is  a  core  set  of  procedures  which  is 
common  to  most  implementations  of  consensus  decision- 
making. ^5]  [6] 

Once  an  agenda  for  discussion  has  been  set  and,  optionally,  . 
the  ground  rules  for  the  meeting  have  been  agreed  upon, 
each  item  of  the  agenda  is  addressed  in  turn.  Typically,  each 
decision  arising  from  an  agenda  item  follows  through  a 
simple  structure: 
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■  Discussion  of  the  item:  The  item  is  discussed  with 
the  goal  of  identifying  opinions  and  information  on 
the  topic  at  hand.  The  general  direction  of  the  group 
and  potential  proposals  for  action  are  often  identified 
during  the  discussion. 


■  Formation  of  a  proposal:  Based  on  the  discussion,  a 
formal  decision  proposal  on  the  issue  is  presented  to 
the  group. 


■  Call  for  consensus:  The  facilitator  of  the  decision- 
making body  calls  for  consensus  on  the  proposal. 
Each  member  of  the  group  usually  must  actively  state 
their  agreement  with  the  proposal,  often  by  using  a 
hand  gesture  or  raising  a  colored  card,  to  avoid  the 
group  from  interpreting  silence  or  inaction  as 
agreement. 


■  Identification  and  addressing  of  concerns:  If 

consensus  is  not  achieved,  each  dissenter  presents  his 
or  her  concerns  on  the  proposal,  potentially  starting 
another  round  of  discussion  to  address  or  clarify  the 
concern. 

■  Modification  of  the  proposal:  The  proposal  is  amended,  re-phrased  or  ridered  in  an  attempt  to 
address  the  concerns  of  the  decision-makers.  The  process  then  returns  to  the  call  for  consensus 
and  the  cycle  is  repeated  until  a  satisfactory  decision  is  made. 

Roles  in  the  consensus  process 

The  consensus  decision-making  process  often  has  several  roles  which  are  designed  to  make  the  process 
run  more  effectively.  Although  the  name  and  nature  of  these  roles  varies  from  group  to  group,  the  most 
common  are  the  facilitator,  a  timekeeper,  an  empath  and  a  secretary  or  notes  taker.  Not  all  decision- 
making bodies  use  all  of  these  roles,  although  the  facilitator  position  is  almost  always  filled,  and  some 
groups  use  supplementary  roles,  such  as  a  Devil's  advocate  or  greeter.  Some  decision-making  bodies  opt 
to  rotate  these  roles  through  the  group  members  in  order  to  build  the  experience  and  skills  of  the 

participants,  and  prevent  any  perceived  concentration  of  power.  ^ 
The  common  roles  in  a  consensus  meeting  are: 

■  Facilitator:  As  the  name  implies,  the  role  of  the  facilitator  is  to  help  make  the  process  of  reaching 
a  consensus  decision  easier.  Facilitators  accept  responsibility  for  moving  through  the  agenda  on 
time;  ensuring  the  group  adheres  to  the  mutually  agreed-upon  mechanics  of  the  consensus 
process;  and,  if  necessary,  suggesting  alternate  or  additional  discussion  or  decision-making 
techniques,  such  as  go-arounds,  break-out  groups  or  role-playing Some  consensus  groups 
use  two  co-facilitators.  Shared  facilitation  is  often  adopted  to  diffuse  the  perceived  power  of  the 
facilitator  and  create  a  system  whereby  a  co-facilitator  can  pass  off  facilitation  duties  if  he  or  she 

becomes  more  personally  engaged  in  a  debate  J9-' 


Flowchart  of  basic  consensus  decision- 
making process. 
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■  Timekeeper:  The  purpose  of  the  timekeeper  is  to  ensure  the  decision-making  body  keeps  to  the 
schedule  set  in  the  agenda.  Effective  timekeepers  use  a  variety  of  techniques  to  ensure  the  meeting 
runs  on  time  including:  giving  frequent  time  updates,  ample  warning  of  short  time,  and  keeping 

individual  speakers  from  taking  an  excessive  amount  of  timeJ4^ 

■  Empath  or  'Vibe  Watch':  The  empath,  or  Vibe  watch'  as  the  position  is  sometimes  called,  is 
charged  with  monitoring  the  'emotional  climate'  of  the  meeting,  taking  note  of  the  body  language 
and  other  non-verbal  cues  of  the  participants.  Defusing  potential  emotional  conflicts,  maintaining 
a  climate  free  of  intimidation  and  being  aware  of  potentially  destructive  power  dynamics,  such  as 
sexism  or  racism  within  the  decision-making  body,  are  the  primary  responsibilities  of  the  empath. 
171110] 

■  Note  taker:  The  role  of  the  notes  taker  or  secretary  is  to  document  the  decisions,  discussion  and 
action  points  of  the  decision-making  body.  Unlike  other  forms  of  decision-making,  consensus 
minutes  often  make  a  point  of  documenting  dissenting  positions. 

If  consensus  is  not  unanimous,  who  must  agree? 

A  healthy  consensus  decision-making  process  usually  encourages  and  outs  dissent  early,  maximizing  the 
chance  of  accommodating  the  views  of  all  minorities.  For  instance,  the  Vatican  was  known  to  assign  the 
role  of  Promotor  Fidei,  or  Devil's  advocate,  to  a  specific  priest.  This  process  was  used  most  often  in 
decisions  of  beatification. 

Since  unanimity  may  be  difficult  to  achieve,  especially  in  large  groups,  or  unanimity  may  be  the  result 
of  coercion,  fear,  undue  persuasive  power  or  eloquence,  inability  to  comprehend  alternatives,  or  plain 
impatience  with  the  process  of  debate,  consensus  decision  making  bodies  may  use  an  alternative 
benchmark  of  consensus.  These  include  the  following: 

■  Unanimity  minus  one  (or  U-l),  requires  all  delegates  but  one  to  support  the  decision.  The 
individual  dissenter  cannot  block  the  decision  although  he  or  she  may  be  able  to  prolong  debate 
(e.g.  via  a  filibuster).  The  dissenter  may  be  the  ongoing  monitor  of  the  implications  of  the 
decision,  and  their  opinion  of  the  outcome  of  the  decision  may  be  solicited  at  some  future  time. 
Betting  markets  in  particular  rely  on  the  input  of  such  lone  dissenters.  A  lone  bettor  against  the 
odds  profits  when  his  or  her  prediction  of  the  outcomes  proves  to  be  better  than  that  of  the 
majority.  This  disciplines  the  market's  odds. 

■  Unanimity  minus  two  (or  U-2),  does  not  permit  two  individual  delegates  to  block  a  decision,  but 
tends  to  curtail  debate  with  a  lone  dissenter  more  quickly.  Dissenting  pairs  can  present  alternate 
views  of  what  is  wrong  with  the  decision  under  consideration.  Pairs  of  delegates  can  be 
empowered  to  find  the  common  ground  that  will  enable  them  to  convince  a  third,  decision- 
blocking,  decision-maker  to  join  them.  If  the  pair  are  unable  to  convince  a  third  party  to  join  them 
within  a  set  time,  their  arguments  are  deemed  to  be  unconvincing. 

■  Unanimity  minus  three,  (or  U-3),  and  other  such  systems  recognize  the  ability  of  four  or  more 
delegates  to  actively  block  a  decision.  U-3  and  lesser  degrees  of  unanimity  are  usually  lumped  in 
with  statistical  measures  of  agreement,  such  as:  80%,  mean  plus  one  sigma,  two-thirds,  or 
majority  levels  of  agreement.  Such  measures  usually  do  not  fit  within  the  definition  of  consensus. 

■  Rough  Consensus  is  the  process  used  by  the  IETF  working  group,  where  there  is  no  specific  rule 
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for  "how  much  is  enough".  Rather,  the  question  of  consensus  is  left  to  the  judgment  of  the 
working  group  chair.  While  this  makes  it  more  difficult  for  a  small  number  of  disruptors  to  block 
a  decision,  it  puts  increased  responsibility  on  the  chair,  and  has  frequently  led  to  divisive  debates 
about  whether  rough  consensus  has  in  fact  been  correctly  identified. 

When  consensus  cannot  be  reached 


Although  the  consensus  decision-making  process  should,  ideally,  identify  and  address  concerns  and 
reservations  early,  proposals  do  not  always  garner  full  consensus  from  the  decision-making  body.  When 
a  call  for  consensus  on  a  motion  is  made,  a  dissenting  delegate  has  one  of  three  options: 

■  Declare  reservations:  Group  members  who  are  willing  to  let  a  motion  pass  but  desire  to  register 
their  concerns  with  the  group  may  choose  "declare  reservations."  If  there  are  significant 
reservations  about  a  motion,  the  decision-making  body  may  choose  to  modify  or  re-word  the 

proposal  J1  ^ 

■  Stand  aside:  A  "stand  aside"  may  be  registered  by  a  group  member  who  has  a  "serious  personal 
disagreement"  with  a  proposal,  but  is  willing  to  let  the  motion  pass.  Although  stand  asides  do  not 
halt  a  motion,  it  is  often  regarded  as  a  strong  "nay  vote"  and  the  concerns  of  group  members 
standing  aside  are  usually  addressed  by  modifications  to  the  proposal.  Stand  asides  may  also  be 
registered  by  users  who  feel  they  are  incapable  of  adequately  understanding  or  participating  in  the 

proposal.t1^13^14! 


■  Block:  Any  group  member  may  "block"  a  proposal.  In  most  models,  a  single  block  is  sufficient  to 
stop  a  proposal,  although  some  measures  of  consensus  may  require  more  than  one  block  (see 
previous  section,  "If  consensus  is  not  unanimous,  who  must  agree?" ).  Blocks  are  generally 
considered  to  be  an  extreme  measure,  only  used  when  a  member  feels  a  proposal  "endanger[s]  the 
organization  or  its  participants,  or  violate[s]  the  mission  of  the  organization"  (i.e.,  a  principled 
objection).  In  some  consensus  models,  a  group  member  opposing  a  proposal  must  work  with  its 
proponents  to  find  a  solution  that  will  work  for  everyone.^ 3^15^ 


Criticisms 

Critics  of  consensus  decision-making  often  observe  that  the  process,  while  potentially  effective  for  small 
groups  of  motivated  or  trained  individuals  with  a  sufficiently  high  degree  of  affinity,  has  a  number  of 
possible  shortcomings,  notably: 

■  Preservation  of  the  Status  quo:  In  decision-making  bodies  that  use  formal  consensus,  the  ability 
of  individuals  or  small  minorities  to  block  agreement  gives  an  enormous  advantage  to  anyone  w  ho 
supports  the  existing  state  of  affairs.  This  can  mean  that  a  specific  state  of  affairs  can  continue  to 
exist  in  an  organization  long  after  a  majority  of  members  would  like  it  to  change.  ^16^ 

■  Susceptibility  to  disruption:  Giving  the  right  to  block  proposals  to  all  group  members  may  result 
in  the  group  becoming  hostage  to  an  inflexible  minority  or  individual.  Furthermore. "opposing 
such  obstructive  behaviour  [can  be]  construed  as  an  attack  on  freedom  of  speech  and  in  turn 
[harden]  resolve  on  the  part  of  the  individual  to  defend  his  or  her  position. 17^  As  a  result, 
consensus  decision-making  has  the  potential  to  reward  the  least  accommodating  group  members 
while  punishing  the  most  accommodating. 
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■  Abilene  paradox:  Consensus  decision-making  is  susceptible  to  all  forms  of  groupthink,  the  most 
dramatic  being  the  Abilene  paradox.  In  the  Abilene  paradox,  a  group  can  unanimously  agree  on  a 
course  of  action  that  no  individual  member  of  the  group  desires  because  no  one  individual  is 

willing  to  go  against  the  perceived  will  of  the  decision-making  body  J 

■  Time  Consuming:  Since  consensus  decision-making  focuses  on  discussion  and  seeks  the  input  of 
all  participants,  it  can  be  a  time-consuming  process.  This  is  a  potential  liability  in  situations  where 
decisions  need  to  be  made  speedily  or  where  it  is  not  possible  to  canvass  the  opinions  of  all 
delegates  in  a  reasonable  period  of  time.  Additionally,  the  time  commitment  required  to  engage  in 
the  consensus  decision-making  process  can  sometimes  act  as  a  barrier  to  participation  for 

individuals  unable  or  unwilling  to  make  the  commitment^19] 

Historical  examples  of  consensus  decision  making 

Perhaps  the  oldest  example  of  consensus  decision-making  is  the  Iroquois  Confederacy  Grand  Council, 
or  Haudenosaunee,  who  have  traditionally  used  consensus  in  decision-making, t20^2^  potentially  as 
early  as  1 142J22^  Other  examples  of  consensus  decision-making  amongst  indigenous  people  can  be 
found,  although  they  are  often  ignored  in  Eurocentric  histories  J23J  Although  the  modern  popularity  of 
consensus  decision-making  in  Western  society  dates  from  the  women's  liberation  movement^24]  and 
anti-nuclear  movement^25]  of  the  1 970s,  the  origins  of  formal  consensus  can  be  traced  significantly 
farther  back.[26] 

The  most  notable  of  early  Western  consensus  practitioners  are  the  Religious  Society  of  Friends,  or 
Quakers,  who  adopted  the  technique  as  early  as  the  17th  century.  The  Anabaptists,  or  Mennonites,  too, 
have  a  history  of  using  consensus  decision-making^27!  and  some  believe  Anabaptists  practiced 
consensus  as  early  as  the  Martyrs'  Synod  of  1527. t26^  Some  Christians  trace  consensus  decision-making 
back  to  the  Bible.  The  Global  Anabaptist  Mennonite  Encyclopedia  references,  in  particular,  Acts  15^28J 
as  an  example  of  consensus  in  the  New  Testament. 

Models  of  consensus  decision  making 

Quaker  model 

The  model  used  by  the  Quakers  is  effective  because  it  puts  in  place  a  simple,  time-tested  structure  that 
moves  a  group  towards  consensus.  The  Quaker  model  has  been  well-received  when  employed  in  secular 
settings  because  it  gives  everyone  a  chance  to  speak  while  limiting  potential  disruptors  (e.g.,  people  who 
want  unlimited  airtime,  or  who  have  a  particular  axe  to  grind). 

The  following  aspects  of  the  Quaker  model  can  be  effectively  applied  in  any  consensus  decision-making 

process: 


■  Multiple  concerns  and  information  are  shared  until  the  sense  of  the  group  is  clear. 

■  Discussion  involves  active  listening  and  sharing  information. 

■  Norms  limit  number  of  times  one  asks  to  speak  to  ensure  that  each  speaker  is  fully  heard. 

■  Ideas  and  solutions  belong  to  the  group;  no  names  are  recorded. 

■  Differences  are  resolved  by  discussion.  The  facilitator  ("clerk"  or  "convenor"  in  the  Quaker 
model)  identifies  areas  of  agreement  and  names  disagreements  to  push  discussion  deeper. 

■  The  facilitator  articulates  the  sense  of  the  discussion,  asks  if  there  are  other  concerns,  and 
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proposes  a  "minute"  of  the  decision. 

■  The  group  as  a  whole  is  responsible  for  the  decision  and  the  decision  belongs  to  the  group. 

■  The  facilitator  can  discern  if  one  who  is  not  uniting  with  the  decision  is  acting  without  concern  for 
the  group  or  in  selfish  interest. 

■  Dissenters'  perspectives  are  embraced P9^ 

Key  components  of  Quaker-based  consensus  include  a  belief  in  a  common  humanity  and  the  ability  to 
decide  together.  The  goal  is  "unity,  not  unanimity."  Ensuring  that  group  members  speak  only  once  until 
others  are  heard  encourages  a  diversity  of  thought.  The  facilitator  is  understood  as  serving  the  group 
rather  than  acting  as  person-in-charge.  By  articulating  the  emerging  consensus,  members  can  be  clear  on 
the  decision,  and,  as  their  views  have  been  taken  into  account,  will  be  likely  to  support  it  (see  External 
links  below  for  more  information  and  materials  related  to  Quaker-based  consensus). 

IETF  rough  consensus  model 

In  the  Internet  Engineering  Task  Force  (IETF),  decisions  are  assumed  to  be  taken  by  "rough 

consensus. "^30^  The  IETF  has  studiously  refrained  from  defining  a  mechanical  method  for  verifying 
such  consensus,  apparently  in  the  belief  that  any  such  codification  will  lead  to  attempts  to  "game  the 
system."  Instead,  a  working  group  (WG)  chair  or  BoF  chair  is  supposed  to  articulate  the  "sense  of  the 
group." 

One  tradition  in  support  of  rough  consensus  is  the  tradition  of  humming  rather  than  (countable)  hand- 
raising;  this  allows  a  group  to  quickly  tell  the  difference  between  "one  or  two  objectors"  or  a  "sharply 
divided  community",  without  making  it  easy  to  slip  into  "majority  rule"J31^ 

Much  of  the  business  of  the  IETF  is  carried  out  on  mailing  lists,  where  all  parties  can  speak  their  view  at 
all  times. 

Tools  for  consensus 

Colored  cards 

Some  consensus  decision-making  bodies  use  a  system  of  colored  cards  to  speed  up  and  ease  the 
consensus  process.  Most  often,  each  member  is  given  a  set  of  three  colored  cards:  red,  yellow  and  green. 
The  cards  can  be  raised  during  the  process  to  indicate  the  member's  input.  Cards  can  be  used  during  both 
during  discussion  and  a  call  for  consensus,  and  have  different  meanings  depending  on  during  which 
phase  of  the  process  they  are  usedJ13^32^  The  meaning  of  the  colors  are: 

■  Red:  During  discussion,  a  red  card  is  used  to  indicate  a  point  of  process  or  a  breach  of  the  agreed 
upon  procedures.  Identifying  offtopic  discussions,  speakers  going  over  allowed  time  limits  or 
other  breaks  in  the  process  are  uses  for  the  red  card.  During  a  call  for  consensus,  the  red  card 
indicates  the  member's  opposition  (usually  a  "principled  objection")  to  the  proposal  at  hand.  When 
a  member,  or  members,  use  a  red  card,  it  becomes  their  responsibility  to  work  with  the  proposing 
committee  to  come  up  with  a  solution  that  will  work  for  everyone. 

■  Yellow:  In  the  discussion  phase,  the  yellow  card  is  used  to  indicate  a  member's  ability  to  clarify  a 
point  being  discussed  or  answer  a  question  being  posed.  Yellow  is  used  during  a  call  for 
consensus  to  register  a  stand  aside  to  the  proposal  or  to  formally  state  any  reservations. 


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consensus_decision-making 


10/ 18 '2007 


Consensus  decision-making  -  Wikipedia,  the  free  encyclopedia 


Page  8  of  10 


■  Green:  A  group  member  can  use  a  green  card  during  discussion  to  be  added  to  the  speakers  list. 
During  a  call  for  consensus,  the  green  card  indicates  consent. 

Some  decision-making  bodies  use  a  modified  version  of  the  colored  card  system  with  additional  colors, 
such  as  orange  to  indicate  a  non-blocking  reservation  stronger  than  a  stand-aside P 3 ^ 

Hand  signals 

Hand  signals  are  often  used  by  consensus  decision-making  bodies  as  a  way  for  group  members  to 
nonverbally  indicate  their  opinions  or  positions.  Although  the  nature  and  meaning  of  individual  gestures 
varies  from  group  to  group,  there  is  a  widely-adopted  core  set  of  hand  signals.  These  include:  wiggling 
of  the  fingers  on  both  hands,  a  gesture  sometimes  referred  to  as  "twinkling",  to  indicate  agreement; 
raising  a  fist  or  crossing  both  forearms  with  hands  in  fists  to  indicate  a  block  or  strong  disagreement; 
and  making  a  "T"  shape  with  both  hands,  the  "time  out"  gesture,  to  call  attention  to  a  point  of  process  or 
order.[8][34][35] 

See  also 

■  Majority  rule 

■  Decision  making 

■  Consensus  democracy 

■  Consensus  government 

■  Sociocracy 

■  Supermajority 
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What  is  a  Consensus  Process? 

A  consensus  process  is  an  effort  in  which  government  agencies  and 
other  affected  parties  seek  to  reach  agreement  on  a  course  of  action  to 
address  an  issue  or  set  of  related  issues.  For  example,  task  forces  may 
use  consensus  to  develop  recommendations.  Stakeholder  groups 
convened  by  an  agency  may  use  consensus  to  develop  legislative 
recommendations  on  regulations,  or  intra-government  work  groups 
involving  multiple  agencies  may  use  consensus  to  reach  agreement. 

In  a  consensus  process,  representatives  of  all  the  necessary  interests 
with  a  stake  in  an  issue  work  together  to  find  a  mutually  acceptable 
solution.  Each  process  differs  because  in  each  case  the  parties  design  it 
to  fit  their  circumstances.  However,  successful  consensus  processes 
follow  several  guiding  principles: 

Consensus  decision-making  —  participants  make  decisions  by 
agreement  rather  than  by  majority  vote. 

Inclusiveness  -  All  necessary  interests  are  represented  or,  at  a 
minimum,  approve  of  the  discussions. 

Accountability  -Participants  usually  represent  stakeholder  groups  or 
interests.  They  are  accountable  both  to  their  constituents  and  to  the 
process. 

Facilitation  —  An  impartial  facilitator  accountable  to  all  participants 
manages  the  process,  ensures  that  ground  rules  are  followed,  and  helps 
maintain  a  productive  climate  for  communication  and  problem  solving. 

Flexibility  —  Participants  design  a  process  and  address  the  issues  in  a 
manner  they  determine  most  suitable  to  the  situation. 

Shared  control  -  Participants  share  responsibility  for  setting  the  ground 
rules  for  a  process  and  for  creating  outcomes. 

Commitment  to  implementation  -  The  sponsor  and  all  stakeholder 
groups  commit  to  carrying  out  their  agreement. 

Stages  of  a  Consensus  Process 

A  consensus  process  moves  through  three  stages,  each  with  its  own  set 
of  activities. 


Before  —  Assess  whether  or  not  to  initiate  a  consensus  process  and  how 
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to  bring  diverse  interests  to  the  table,  then  work  with  the  facilitator  to 
plan  and  organize  the  process,  and  write  ground  rules. 

During  -  Engage  in  the  problem-solving  discussions:  exchange 
information,  frame  issues,  conduct  the  discussions,  generate  and 
evaluate  options,  develop  mutually  acceptable  solutions,  and  secure  the 
endorsement  of  all  constituents  and  authorized  decision  makers. 

After  -  Implement  the  agreement:  formalize  the  decision,  carry  it  out, 
and  monitor  the  results. 

How  consensus  processes  differ  from  consultation 

The  most  significant  differences  between  consultation  and  consensus 
processes  are  how  decisions  are  made  and  what  happens  to  the 
product  of  the  discussions.  In  a  consensus  process,  the  parties  share 
decision  making  about  both  process  and  outcome.  By  contrast,  in  a 
consultative  process  the  sponsoring  agency  decides  whether  to  initiate  a 
process  and  how  it  will  be  organized.  In  a  consensus  process,  the 
product  of  the  discussion  gets  translated  into  official  decisions,  while  in  a 
consultative  process  the  agency  formulates  the  decisions.  In  both 
approaches,  the  agency  retains  final  decision  making  authority,  but  in  a 
consensus  process  the  agency  puts  the  product  of  a  consensus  process 
out  for  official  review  as  the  proposed  decision.  In  consultation,  the 
agency  receives  input  from  the  participants,  and  then  staff  members 
formulate  the  proposed  decisions. 

Sometimes  because  of  legal  requirements,  sponsoring  agencies  refer  to 
a  process  as  "consultative"  or  "advisory",  even  when  the  intent  is  to 
agree  with  stakeholders  on  an  outcome.  Federal  agencies  that  sponsor 
regulatory  negotiations  must  charter  the  process  as  an  advisory 
committee  under  the  provisions  of  the  federal  Advisory  Communications 
Act.  A  legislature  or  administrative  policy  making  body  that  authorizes  a 
consensus  process  may  designate  the  group  as  advisory  in  order  to 
make  it  clear  that  the  formal  decision  will  still  be  made  by  government 
officials. 

Again,  the  most  important  distinctions  among  these  processes  are  how 
decisions  are  made  and  what  happens  to  the  outcome.  If  a  sponsoring 
agency  treats  the  committee's  final  agreement  as  advice  and  picks  and 
chooses  parts  to  include  in  the  official  decision,  the  process  is 
consultative.  If  it  participates  along  with  other  parties  in  formulating  the 
agreement,  then  accepts  it  as  a  package  consisting  of  trade-offs  that 
cannot  be  detached  (and  is  committed  to  implementing  the  package), 
then  the  process  is  consensual.  According  to  the  authors  of  Building 
Consensus  for  a  Sustainable  Future,  who  first  pointed  out  this 
distinction,  "Consultation  is  designed  to  inform  decision  makers  who  will 
ultimately  make  the  decision.  Consensus  involves  the  participants  as 
decision  makers...  .  In  a  consensus  process,  the  participants  must 
address  and  persuade  one  another  and  find  solutions  acceptable  to  all." 

Definition  of  consensus 

A  practical  definition  for  consensus  in  the  public  policy  setting  is: 
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•  the  parties  have  reached  a  meeting  of  the  minds  sufficient  to  make  a 
decision  and  carry  it  out; 

•  no  one  who  could  block  or  obstruct  the  decision  or  its  implementation  will 
exercise  that  power; 

•  everyone  needed  to  support  the  decision  and  put  it  into  effect  will  do  so. 


This  definition  does  not  mean  unanimity  of  thought  or  abandonment  of 
values.  Indeed,  one  of  the  characteristics  of  a  well  constructed 
agreement  is  that  it  represents  diverse  values  and  interests.  Given  the 
mixture  of  issues  and  values  in  public  conflict,  the  resulting  agreement 
often  is  a  package  with  varying  levels  of  enthusiasm  and  support  for 
different  components,  but  on  balance  one  that  each  party  or  stakeholder 
can  accept. 

In  a  consensus  process,  the  parties  or  stakeholders  must  define 
consensus  for  themselves  and  include  their  definition  in  the  ground 
rules.  Most  definitions  imply  acceptance,  an  acknowledgment  that  things 
can  move  forward,  that  people  support  a  decision,  or  at  least  can  live 
with  it.  Even  if  only  most  participants  like  the  decision,  at  least  all  of 
them  are  willing  to  accept  it. 

Why  use  consensus  and  not  majority  vote? 

Because  stakeholders  and  government  officials  together  are  the 
decision  makers  in  a  consensus  process,  participants  must  try  to 
educate  and  persuade  one  another  about  their  needs  and  interests. 
They  also  must  listen  carefully  to  determine  how  the  solution  can  meet 
the  needs  of  the  other  parties.  Majority  voting  induces  a  different  kind  of 
interaction  than  does  consensus  decision  making.  When  participants 
know  they  can  revert  to  a  majority  vote  if  they  cannot  agree,  they  may 
focus  more  on  building  coalitions  for  such  a  possibility  rather  than  trying 
to  meet  all  the  parties'  needs. 


Comments  about  this  site?  General 
Questions/Information    Home    State  of  Maine 
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On  Decisionmaking 

Decisions  are  adopted  when  all  participants  consent  to  the  result  of  discussionabout 
original  proposal.  People  who  do  not  agree  with  a  proposal  areresponsible  for  expres 
their  concerns.  No  decision  is  adopted  untilthere  is  resolution  of  every  concern.  Whe 
concerns  remain  after  discussion,individuals  can  agree  to  disagree  by  acknowledging 
they  have  unresolvedconcerns,  but  consent  to  the  proposal  anyway  and  allow  it  to  be 
adopted.Therefore,  reaching  consensus  does  not  assume  that  everyone  must  be  incor 
agreement,  a  highly  unlikely  situation  in  a  group  of  intelligent,creative  individuals. 


Consensus  is  becoming  popular  as  a  democratic  form  of  decisionmaking.lt  is  a  proct 
requires  an  environment  in  which  all  contributionsare  valued  and  participation  is  enc 
There  are,  however,  few  organizationswhich  use  a  model  of  consensus  which  is  spec 
consistent,  and  efficient.Often,  the  consensus  process  is  informal,  vague,  and  very 
inconsistent.This  happens  when  the  consensus  process  is  not  based  upon  a  solid 
foundationand  the  structure  is  unknown  or  nonexistent.  To  develop  a  more  formal  ty 
consensus  process,  any  organization  must  define  the  commonly  held  principleswhicl 
the  foundation  of  the  group's  work  and  intentionally  choosethe  type  of  structure  with 
the  process  is  built. 

This  book  contains  the  building  materials  for  just  such  a  process.  Includedis  a  descri 
the  principles  from  which  a  foundation  is  created,the  flowchart  and  levels  of  structui 
are  the  frame  for  the  process,and  the  other  materials  needed  for  designing  a  variety  c 
processes  whichcan  be  customized  to  fit  the  needs  of  the  organization. 

The  Structure  of  Formal  Consensus 


Many  groups  regularly  use  diverse  discussion  techniques  learned  from  practitionersi 
field  of  conflict  resolution.  Although  this  book  does  include  severaltechniques.  the  b 
about  a  structure  called  Formal  Consensus.This  structure  creates  a  separation  betwet 
identification  andthe  resolution  of  concerns.  Perhaps,  if  everybody  in  the  group  hasn 
saying  what  they  think,  they  won't  need  this  structure.  Thispredictable  structure  pro\ 
opportunities  to  those  who  don't  feel  empoweredto  participate. 

Formal  Consensus  is  presented  in  levels  or  cycles.  In  the  first  level,the  idea  is  to  alio 
everyone  to  express  their  perspective,  including  concerns,but  group  time  is  not  spent 
resolving  problems.  In  the  second  levelthe  group  focuses  its  attention  on  identifying 
concerns,  still  not  resolvingthem.  This  requires  discipline.  Reactive  comments.  e\  en 
ones,  andresolutions,  even  good  ones,  can  suppress  the  creative  ideas  of  others.Not  i 
third  level  does  the  structure  allow  for  exploring  resolutions. 

Each  level  has  a  different  scope  and  focus.  At  the  first  level,  thescope  is  broad,  allov 
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discussion  to  consider  the  philosophical  andpolitical  implications  as  well  as  the  gene 
merits  and  drawbacks  andother  relevant  information.  The  only  focus  is  on  the  propo; 
whole. Some  decisions  can  be  reached  after  discussion  at  the  first  level.  At  thesecond 
the  scope  of  the  discussion  is  limited  to  the  concerns.  Theyare  identified  and  publicb 
which  enables  everyone  to  get  an  overallpicture  of  the  concerns.  The  focus  of  attenti 
identifying  the  bodyof  concerns  and  grouping  similar  ones.  At  the  third  level,  the  sec 
isvery  narrow.  The  focus  of  discussion  is  limited  to  a  single  unresolvedconcern  until 
resolved. 

The  Flow  of  the  Formal  Consensus  Process 

In  an  ideal  situation,  every  proposal  would  be  submitted  in  writing  andbriefly  introdi 
first  time  it  appears  on  the  agenda.  At  the  nextmeeting,  after  everyone  has  had  enoug 
read  it  and  carefully  considerany  concerns,  the  discussion  would  begin  in  earnest.  OJ 
would  notbe  until  the  third  meeting  that  a  decision  is  made.  Of  course,  this  dependsu 
many  proposals  are  on  the  table  and  the  urgency  of  the  decision. 

Clarify  the  Process 

The  facilitator  introduces  the  person  presenting  the  proposal  and  givesa  short  update 
previous  action  on  it.  It  is  very  important  for  thefacilitator  to  explain  the  process  whi 
brought  this  proposal  to  the  meeting,and  to  describe  the  process  that  will  be  followec 
move  the  group  throughthe  proposal  to  consensus.  It  is  the  facilitator's  job  to  make  s 
thatevery  participant  clearly  understands  the  structure  and  the  discussiontechniques  1 
employed  while  the  meeting  is  in  progress. 

Present  Proposal  or  Issue 

When  possible  and  appropriate,  proposals  ought  to  be  prepared  in  writingand  distribi 
in  advance  of  the  meeting  in  which  a  decision  is  required.This  encourages  prior  disci 
and  consideration,  helps  the  presenteranticipate  concerns,  minimizes  surprises,  and  i 
everyone  in  creatingthe  proposal.  (If  the  necessary  groundwork  has  not  been  done,  tl 
wisestchoice  might  be  to  send  the  proposal  to  committee.  Proposal  writing  isdifficuli 
accomplish  in  a  large  group.  The  committee  would  develop  theproposal  for  consider 
later  time.)  The  presenter  reads  the  writtenproposal  aloud,  provides  background  info 
and  states  clearly  itsbenefits  and  reasons  for  adoption,  including  addressing  any  exis 
concerns. 

Questions  Which  Clarify  the  Presentation 

Questions  are  strictly  limited  by  the  facilitator  to  those  which  seek  greatercompreher 
the  proposal  as  presented.  Everyone  deserves  the  opportunityto  fully  understand  wha 
being  asked  of  the  group  before  discussionbegins.  This  is  not  a  time  for  comments  o: 
concerns.  If  there  are  onlya  few  questions,  they  can  be  answered  one  at  a  time  by  the 
presentingthe  proposal.  If  there  are  many,  a  useful  technique  is  hearing  all  thequestic 
then  answering  them  together.  After  answering  all  clarifyingquestions,  the  group  be£ 
discussion. 
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Level  One:  Broad  Open  Discussion 
General  Discussion 

Discussion  at  this  level  ought  to  be  the  broadest  in  scope.  Try  to  encouragecomment 
take  the  whole  proposal  into  account;  i.e.,  why  it  is  agood  idea,  or  general  problems 
need  to  be  addressed.  Discussion  atthis  level  often  has  a  philosophical  or  principled 
purposely  addressinghow  this  proposal  might  affect  the  group  in  the  long  run  or  \\  ha 
ofprecedent  it  might  create,  etc.  It  helps  every  proposal  to  be  discussedin  this  \\a\  .  b 
group  engages  in  resolving  particular  concerns. Do  not  allow  one  concern  to  become 
focus  of  the  discussion.  When  parti cularconcerns  are  raised,  make  note  of  them  but 
encourage  the  discussion  tomove  back  to  the  proposal  as  a  whole.  Encourage  the  ere 
interplayof  comments  and  ideas.  Allow  for  the  addition  of  any  relevant  factual 
information.For  those  who  might  at  first  feel  opposed  to  the  proposal,  this  discussioi 
consideration  of  why  it  might  be  good  for  the  group  in  the  broadestsense.  Their  initi; 
concerns  might,  in  fact,  be  of  general  concern  tothe  whole  group.  And.  for  those  win 
support  the  proposal,  thisis  a  time  to  think  about  the  proposal  broadly  and  some  of  tr 
general  problems.If  there  seems  to  be  general  approval  of  the  proposal,  the  facilitato 
someone  recognized  to  speak,  can  request  a  call  for  consensus. 
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Call  for  Consensus 

The  facilitator  asks,  "Are  there  any  unresolved  concerns?"  or  "Are  thereany  concern: 
remaining?"  After  a  period  of  silence,  if  no  additional  concernsare  raised,  the  facilita 
declares  that  consensus  is  reached  and  theproposal  is  read  for  the  record.  The  length 
silence  ought  to  be  directlyrelated  to  the  degree  of  difficulty  in  reaching  consensus;  i 
decisionrequires  a  short  silence,  a  difficult  decision  requires  a  longer  silence. This  en 
everyone  to  be  at  peace  in  accepting  the  consensus  beforemoving  on  to  other  busine< 
this  point,  the  facilitator  assigns  taskresponsibilities  or  sends  the  decision  to  a  comm 
implementation.lt  is  important  to  note  that  the  question  is  not  "Is  there  consensus?"o 
everyone  agree?".  These  questions  do  not  encourage  an  environmentin  which  all  con 
can  be  expressed.  If  some  people  have  a  concern,but  are  shy  or  intimidated  by  a  stro: 
showing  of  support  for  a  proposal,the  question  "Are  there  any  unresolved  concerns?' 
directly  to  themand  provides  an  opportunity  for  them  to  speak.  Any  concerns  for  wh 
someonestands  aside  are  listed  with  the  proposal  and  become  a  part  of  it. 

Level  Two:  Identify  Concerns 
List  All  Concerns 

At  the  beginning  of  the  next  level,  a  discussion  technique  called  brainstorming(see  p 
is  used  so  that  concerns  can  be  identified  and  written  downpublicly  by  the  scribe  anc 
record  by  the  notetaker.  Be  sure  thescribe  is  as  accurate  as  possible  by  checking  whT 
person  who  voicedthe  concern  before  moving  on.  This  is  not  a  time  to  attempt  to 
resolveconcerns  or  determine  their  validity.  That  would  stifle  free  expressionof  cone 
this  point,  only  concerns  are  to  be  expressed,  reasonableor  unreasonable,  well  thougl 
vague  feelings.  The  facilitator  wantsto  interrupt  any  comments  which  attempt  to  deft 
proposal,  resolvethe  concerns,  judge  the  value  of  the  concerns,  or  in  any  way  deny  o 
dismissanother's  feelings  of  doubt  or  concern.  Sometimes  simply  allowing  a  concern 
expressed  and  written  down  helps  resolve  it.  After  all  concerns  havebeen  listed,  afto^ 
group  a  moment  to  reflect  on  them  as  a  whole. 

Group  Related  Concerns 

At  this  point,  the  focus  is  on  identifying  patterns  and  relationships  betweenconcerns. 
short  exercise  must  not  be  allowed  to  focus  upon  or  resolveany  particular  concern. 

Level  Three:  Resolve  Concerns 
Resolve  Groups  of  Related  Concerns 

Often,  related  concerns  can  be  resolved  as  a  group. 

Call  for  Consensus 

If  most  of  the  concerns  seem  to  have  been  resolved,  call  for  consensusin  the  manner 
described  earlier.  If  some  concerns  have  not  been  resolvedat  this  time,  then  a  more  f< 
discussion  is  needed. 

Restate  Remaining  Concerns  (One  at  a  Time) 

Return  to  the  list.  The  facilitator  checks  each  one  with  the  group  andremoves  ones  w 
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have  been  resolved  or  are,  for  any  reason,  no  longerof  concern.  Each  remaining  cone 
restated  clearly  and  concisely  andaddressed  one  at  a  time.  Sometimes  new  concerns 
raised  which  need  tobe  added  to  the  list.  However,  every  individual  is  responsible  fo 
honestlyexpressing  concerns  as  they  think  of  them.  It  is  not  appropriate  to  holdback 
concern  and  spring  it  upon  the  group  late  in  the  process.  This  underminestrust  and  Hi 
group's  ability  to  adequately  discuss  the  concernin  its  relation  to  other  concerns. 

Questions  Which  Clarify  the  Concern 

The  facilitator  asks  for  any  questions  or  comments  which  would  furtherclarify  the  cc 
everyone  clearly  understands  it  before  discussionstarts. 

Discussion  Limited  to  Resolving  One  Concern 

Use  as  many  creative  group  discussion  techniques  as  needed  to  facilitatea  resolution 
concern.  Keep  the  discussion  focused  upon  the  particularconcern  until  every  suggest 
been  offered.  If  no  new  ideas  are  comingforward  and  the  concern  cannot  be  resolved 
the  time  allotted  fortius  item  has  been  entirely  used,  move  to  one  of  the  closing  optic 
describedbelow. 

Call  for  Consensus 

Repeat  this  process  until  all  concerns  have  been  resolved.  At  this  point.the  group  she 
consensus,  but  it  would  be  appropriate  to  call  forconsensus  anyway  just  to  be  sure  n( 
has  been  overlooked. 

Closing  Options 
Send  to  Committee 

If  a  decision  on  the  proposal  can  wait  until  the  whole  group  meets  again.then  send  th 
proposal  to  a  committee  which  can  clarify  the  concerns  andbring  new.  creative  resol 
for  consideration  by  the  group.  It  is  agood  idea  to  include  on  the  committee  represen 
all  the  majorconcerns,  as  well  as  those  most  supportive  of  the  proposal  so  they  canw 
solutions  in  a  less  formal  setting.  Sometimes,  if  the  decisionis  needed  before  the  nex 
meeting,  a  smaller  group  can  be  empowered  tomake  the  decision  for  the  larger  grou] 
again,  this  committee  shouldinclude  all  points  of  view.  Choose  this  option  only  if  it  i 
absolutelynecessary  and  the  whole  group  consents. 

Stand  Aside  (Decision  Adopted  with  Unresolved  Concerns  Listed) 

When  a  concern  has  been  fully  discussed  and  cannot  be  resolved,  it  is  appropriatefor 
facilitator  to  ask  those  persons  with  this  concern  if  they  arewilling  to  stand  aside:  tha 
acknowledge  that  the  concern  still  exists,but  allow  the  proposal  to  be  adopted.  It  is  v 
important  for  the  wholegroup  to  understand  that  this  unresolved  concern  is  then  writ 
withthe  proposal  in  the  record  and,  in  essence,  becomes  a  part  of  the  decision. This  c* 
can  be  raised  again  and  deserves  more  discussion  time  as  ithas  not  yet  been  resolved 
contrast,  a  concern  which  has  been  resolvedin  past  discussion  does  not  deserve  addit 
discussion,  unless  somethingnew  has  developed.  Filibustering  is  not  appropriate  in  F- 
Consensus. 
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Declare  Block 

After  having  spent  the  allotted  agenda  time  moving  through  the  three  levelsof  discus 
trying  to  achieve  consensus  and  concerns  remain  which  areunresolved,  the  facilitate 
obligated  to  declare  that  consensus  cannotbe  reached  at  this  meeting,  that  the  propos 
blocked,  and  move  on  tothe  next  agenda  item.  The  Rules  of  Formal  Consensus  The 
guidelines  andtechniques  in  this  book  are  flexible  and  meant  to  be  modified.  Some  o 
guidelines,  however,  seem  almost  always  to  be  true.  These  are  the  Rulesof  Formal 
Consensus: 

1 .  Once  a  decision  has  been  adopted  by  consensus,it  cannot  be  changed  without  reac 
new  consensus.  If  a  new  consensuscannot  be  reached,  the  old  decision  stands. 

2.  In  general,  only  one  personhas  permission  to  speak  at  any  moment.  The  person  wi 
permission  to  speakis  determined  by  the  group  discussion  technique  in  use  and/or  thi 
facilitator. (The  role  of  Peacekeeper  is  exempt  from  this  rule.) 

3.  All  structural  decisions(i.e.,  which  roles  to  use,  who  fills  each  role,  and  which 
facilitationtechnique  and/or  group  discussion  technique  to  use)  are  adopted  by 
consensus  without  debate.  Any  objection  automatically  causes  a  new  selection  to  ben 
role  cannot  be  filled  without  objection,  the  group  proceedswithout  that  role  being  fill 
much  time  is  spent  trying  to  fill  rolesor  find  acceptable  techniques,  then  the  group  nc 
discussion  aboutthe  unity  of  purpose  of  this  group  and  why  it  is  having  this  problem, 
adiscussion  which  must  be  put  on  the  agenda  for  the  next  meeting,  if  notheld  immed 

4.  All  content  decisions  (i.e.,  the  agenda  contract,  committeereports,  proposals,  etc.) 
adopted  by  consensus  after  discussion.  Everycontent  decision  must  be  openly  discus 
before  it  can  be  tested  for  consensus. 

5.  A  concern  must  be  based  upon  the  principles  of  the  group  to  justify  a  block  to  com 

6.  Every  meeting  which  uses  Formal  Consensus  musthave  an  evaluation. 

NEXT  CHAPTER 

YOU  CAN  ORDER  COPIES  OF  THE  BOOK  ON  CONFLICT  AND 
CONSENSUS 

To  order  books  email  us  atctbutler@together.net  call  1-800-569-4054  and  place 
order  over  the  phone. 


Food  Not  Bombs  Publishing 
7304  Carroll  Ave  #136 
Takoma  Park,  MD  20912 
1-800-569-4054 

E-Mail:  bookorder@consensus.net 
Home 
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DRAFT  MINUTES 
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Friday,  September  28,  2007 
City  Hall,  Room  400 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


OCT  1  2  2007 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  10: 1 5  a.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne;  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Cohen,  Habert,  Marks,  Miller  (10:30  a.m.),  Nervo, 
Sherk,  and  Sustarich;  Excused:  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Griswold,  Rodgers,  and  Short. 

Chair  Milne  introduced  Mr.  Malcolm  Hillan  who  would  be  a  new  member  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 
effective  in  October  and  Ms.  Mei  Ling  Hui,  Environmental  Assistant  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
in  the  Urban  Forestry  program.  Mr.  Hillan  stated  that  he  is  an  instructor  at  San  Francisco  City  College  in  the 
Environmental  Horticultural  Program  and  would  be  sitting  in  the  seat  formerly  occupied  by  Mr.  Larry 
Costello  that  is  designated  for  a  representative  of  an  educational  or  research  institution.  Ms.  Hui  introduced 
herself,  stating  that  she  would  be  working  full-time  effective  Monday,  October  8  and  that  she  had  previously 
worked  with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  August  28,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting  (Explanatory 
Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  August  28,  2007  Regular  Meeting 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenviromnent_page.asp?id=66772).  (Discussion  and  Action). 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Eng,  Department  of  the  Environment  suggested  that  an  amendment  be  made  to  Item  9 
to  delete  the  title  after  her  name  as  it  is  incorrectly  stated  as  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Program  Manger. 
Ms.  Eng's  official  title  is  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager.  Ms.  Eng  also  pointed  out  that  the 
statement  referencing  that  most  of  the  applications  received  for  the  Environmental  Assistant  Position  were 
from  the  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  is  incorrect.  Ms.  Fish  indicated 
that  since  the  statement  was  actually  made,  the  correction  would  be  noted  in  September's  meeting  minutes. 
Upon  Motion  by  Member  Cohen  and  second  by  Member  Marks,  the  August  28,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were 
approved  with  an  amendment  to  delete  the  title  after  Ms.  Eng's  name  in  Item  9  (AYES:  Chair  Milne.  Vice- 
Chair  Quirke,  Members  Cohen,  Habert,  Marks,  Nervo,  Sherk  and  Sustarich;  Absent:  Members  Blair.  Boss, 
Griswold,  Miller,  Rodgers  and  Short). 

3.  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Process.  Discussion  on  how  the  Council  wants  to  engage  in  meetings,  entertain 
proposals,  make  decisions  and  take  actions  (Discussion). 


Vice-Chair  Quirke  reported  that  both  Items  3  and  4  were  discussed  at  the  productive  August  Planning  and 
Policy  Committee  meeting  that  had  been  originally  discussed  at  the  July  Council  meeting  about  the  relevance 
and  role  the  Council  has  to  the  urban  forest  in  San  Francisco  and  as  an  advisory  council  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  Mayor.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  explained  that  the  Council's  conversations  often  times  are  rather 
contentious  and  may  vary  into  different  directions  which  results  in  the  actual  agenda  item  not  being  addressed 
effectively  in  order  to  enact  a  proposal.  It  was  suggested  that  the  Council  consider  one  process  or  a  variety  of 
other  processes  other  than  Roberts  Rules  of  Order  in  order  to  more  effectively  focus  on  dealing  with  and 
enacting  proposals.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  explained  that  the  consensus  process  is  for  everybody  to  have  a  voice 
and  work  towards  a  single  proposal.  If  that  proposal  has  too  much  opposition,  it  is  dropped,  and  then  another 
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proposal  is  made  in  order  to  go  forward.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  suggested  that  since  the  Council  did  not  have  a 
particular  proposal  to  consider  today,  that  this  item  should  be  continued  to  a  future  meeting. 

Member  Cohen  requested  an  example  of  a  time  when  the  Council  was  not  productive  and  if  had  worked 
towards  a  consensus  would  have  been  more  effective.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  discussion  of  the 
Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  and  working  towards  putting  together  an  agreement  that  could  be  brought  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  time  was  an  example.  It  was  explained  that  the  Council's  comments  were  not 
focused  towards  how  the  Ordinance  could  be  improved  and  were  not  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
efficiently.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  moved  ahead  without  the  Council's  input  because  the  Council  did  not 
send  any  comments  forward  on  time  even  after  many  meetings  on  the  topic.  Member  Cohen  agreed  that  the 
Council  had  not  been  effective,  but  did  not  agree  that  there  was  a  lack  of  focus.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that 
had  the  Council  been  able  to  reach  an  agreement,  they  would  have  been  more  effective  in  getting  a  proposal 
enacted.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  he  would  be  interested  in  using  consensus  techniques  for  future 
proposals. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  this  item  would  be  continued  to  the  October  23,  2007  meeting  for  further 
discussion  and  for  background  material  to  be  provided. 

Urban  Forestry  Council's  Work  Plan  for  2008.  Review  definition  of  the  urban  forest  and  prepare  a  Work 
Plan  for  2008  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Forest  Plan  (PDF) 

httpV/vvebl.st'gov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviiorunen^meetings/ufc/suppoiting/lQOT/UibanForestPlan.pdf  (Discussion). 
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Vice-Chair  Quirke  asked  that  Council  Members  review  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Ordinance  (Chapter  12 
of  the  Environment  Code)  and  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  so  that  an  agreement  can  be  made  as  to  the  definition  of 
the  urban  forest  in  order  to  develop  a  Work  Plan  for  2008.  It  was  stated  that  the  Council  is  currently  a 
reactive  body  to  issues  that  have  come  up  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  elsewhere.  Vice-Chair  Quirke 
recommended  that  the  Council  at  future  meetings  discuss  what  issues  are  coming  up  and  how  to  address 
those  issues  in  order  to  set  goals,  objectives,  and  strategies  to  meet  goals.  The  importance  of  having  a 
mechanism  to  check  accomplishments  and  pending  work  to  reach  goals  was  noted.  Chair  Milne  suggested 
that  projected  timelines  for  reaching  goals  be  included  as  part  of  the  Work  Plan.  Council  Members  provided 
their  comments  on  Work  Plan  items  for  2008.  Suggestions  included: 

•  Monthly  meetings  between  the  Council  Chair,  Ms.  Hui,  a  Board  of  Supervisors  Representative 
(preferably  the  Board  President),  and  Mr.  Dan  Sider,  Director,  Mayor's  Office  of  Greening,  in  order 
to  discuss  the  Council's  activities  and  provide  monthly  updates  (KQ). 

•  Better  Streets  Plan,  Wastewater  Management  Plan  (BS)  and  Planning  Department's  Urban  Forest 
Master  Plan  involvement  (MM). 

•  Urban  Forest  Plan  Priority  Action  Steps  as  agreed  to  by  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  (MM 
andTM). 

•  Review  last  year's  work  plan  for  carry-over  items  (MM). 

•  Create  a  flowchart  and  checklist  of  work  plan  items  (JC). 

•  Involvement  in  other  City  projects  that  Council  members  and  other  City  agencies  are  working  on; 
e.g.,  Islais  Creek  and  other  watersheds  in  San  Francisco.  Discussion  of  trees,  uncovering  streams,  to 
create  more  ecological  ways  to  create  drainage  and  aquifer  replenishment,  study  different  kinds  of 

.  greening  and  places  for  greening  (BS). 

•  Discussion  of  the  effects  of  pine  pitch  canker  on  Monterey  pines  in  San  Francisco  and  City  resources 
that  are  being  used  for  removal  and  disposal  of  these  trees.  SFPUC  does  not  have  resources  to  attend 
to  establishment  and  planting  of  new  trees  as  a  result  (MS). 

•  Involvement  in  large  public  projects  that  have  impact  on  the  urban  forest  so  that  trees  are  protected 
during  development  either  by  private  property  owners  or  developers  (MM  and  JC).  Create 
requirements  for  no  net  loss  of  trees  on  private  and  public  property,  amend  Planning  Code  Section 
143  and  strengthen  other  relevant  codes,  create  educational  programs  and  certification  requirements, 
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and  help  public  agencies  enforce  laws  so  that  private  property  owners  and  contractors  do  not  damage 
trees  (MM). 

•  Participation  in  requesting  funding  from  bonds  directed  towards  urban  forest  work  around  the  state; 
e.g.,  Proposition  84,  land  and  water  bond,  in  which  millions  of  dollars  are  allocated  for  the  urban 
forest  around  the  state  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  bond  allocated  to  the  urban  forest  and  trail 
restoration  (KQ). 

•  Sidewalk  pocket  parks  and  green  belts.  Create  a  paradigm  shift  as  to  how  San  Francisco  urban 
dwellers  see  our  streets,  sidewalks,  trees,  underground,  and  aboveground  through  written  articles, 
etc.  (JC). 

•  Discuss  Council's  interactions  with  other  City  Hall  agencies.  Public  outreach  through  written 
articles  to  newspapers  (TM). 

•  Work  with  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  to  create  better  streets.  Study  the  relationship  of  trees, 
pedestrian,  automotive,  and  bicycle  paths  of  travel.  Share  ideas  from  other  countries  (BS). 

•  Crocker  Amazon  and  other  park  projects  to  install  artificial  turf  play  fields  that  resulted  and  would 
result  in  a  loss  of  trees.  Council  to  discuss  processes  used  in  approving  projects  and  make 
recommendations  on  further  MOU's.  Discuss  whether  public  and  private  entities  are  working  well 
together  in  the  interests  of  the  public.  Ensure  adequate  public  participation — what  role  should 
private  entities  play  in  the  stewardship  of  public  places  (MM).  Create  Resolutions  and  make 
presentations  to  Commissions  to  pay  attention  to  these  issues  (TM).  Discussion  of  City 
subcontracting  and  the  public  process  (JC). 

The  Work  Plan  for  2008  would  be  discussed  at  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  at  their  October  1 8, 
2007  and  then  brought  back  to  the  full  Council  for  further  discussion  at  their  October  23,  2007  meeting. 
Planning  and  Funding  Committee 

5.    Board  of  Supervisors  Legislative  Process  Training/Workshop.  An  informational  report  will  be  given  on 
a  citywide  legislative  process  training/workshop  tentatively  scheduled  for  this  year.  (Explanatory  Document 

Legislative  Process  Handbook  (PDF)  http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedriles/bdsunvn,  handbook  legislate  c  process  pdf). 

(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  Ms.  Kay  Gulbengay,  Deputy  Clerk  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Office  indicated  that 
she  may  be  formulating  a  City-wide  legislative  process  training/workshop  for  Commissioners.  Council 
Members,  etc.  that  may  be  available  by  the  end  of  October.  However,  the  workshop  is  tentative  at  this  time, 
and  more  information  would  be  forwarded  to  Council  members  once  it  becomes  available.  For  additional 
information  on  the  legislative  process,  Ms.  Gulbengay  is  available  to  answer  questions  on  Monday  and 
Thursday  afternoons  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Office  or  by  email  Kav.Gulbengav/y  sfcov.org.  Vice-Chair 
Quirke  asked  if  the  legislative  training  session  would  be  open  to  the  public.  Ms.  Fish  stated  that  she  belie\  es 
it  would  be  open  to  the  public  in  accordance  with  Sunshine  Ordinance  rules. 

Transcript  on  the  Legislative  Process 

Mr.  Tom  Owen,  Deputy  City  Attorney,  stated  that  he  has  been  working  with  the  City  Attorney's  Office  tor 
the  past  twenty-six  years  preparing  legislation  either  directly  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  for  C  tt> 
departments,  the  Mayor's  Office,  and  the  Controller's  Office.  Mr.  Owen  explained  that  San  Francisco  is  the 
only  city  in  California  set  up  as  a  consolidated  City  and  County  and  one  of  the  few  in  the  country.  Also  as  a 
chartered  city,  under  state  constitution,  San  Francisco  has  the  ability  to  adopt  a  charter  for  local  governments 
which  gives  us  a  great  deal  of  autonomy  compared  to  general  cities  within  the  state  which  are  governed  by 
state  statutes  adopted  in  Sacramento. 

The  local  legislative  process  is  governed  in  San  Francisco's  Charter.  Charter  amendments  are  adopted 
pursuant  to  state  law-they  have  to  be  submitted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  by  a  group  of  citizens  who 
circulate  a  petition  and  approved  by  the  voters.  Most  City  legislation  is  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
There  are  three  kinds  of  enactments  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  can  pass — ordinances,  resolutions,  and 
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motions.  Ordinances  are  organized  in  the  various  subject  matter  codes,  the  Police  Code,  Environment  Code, 
Public  Works  Code,  etc.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  and  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  are  examples  of 
ordinances  that  are  laws  generally  directed  toward  the  public  at  large.  They  impose  duties  and  obligations  on 
private  citizens,  and  they  may  also  set  up  internal  city  policies  where  there  is  a  degree  of  formality  required 
or  some  need  to  make  a  policy  mandatory.  Resolutions  are  statements  by  the  Board  of  the  Supervisors  of  the 
City's  intent  for  local  actions;,  e.g.  (1)  certain  contracts  are  approved  by  resolution;  (2)  if  the  City  wants  to 
state  its  position  on  an  issue;  (3)  whether  it  supports  or  opposes  a  particular  action  in  Sacramento;  (4) 
proclaim  a  particular  commemorative  day.  Motions  deal  with  matters  that  are  exclusively  under  the  Board's 
jurisdiction;  e.g.,  (1)  decisions  on  appeals;  (2)  if  the  Board  is  deciding  to  submit  something  to  the  voters  that 
has  gone  through  its  process. 

Ordinances  and  Resolutions  go  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Mayor  has  ten  days  to  decide  to  sign  or  reject  by  a  veto. 
If  the  Mayor  holds  them  past  the  ten-day  period,  they  go  into  effect  without  signature.  Ordinances  can 
originate  from  an  idea  either  on  a  problem  or  program  that  the  City  can  benefit  from.  Supervisors  would 
draft  an  ordinance  directly  themselves  or  request  the  City  Attorney's  Office  to  write  an  ordinance.  Boards 
and  Commissions  can  also  prepare  and  submit  ordinances  directly  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  or  they  can 
ask  a  Supervisor  to  sponsor  it.  The  legislation  is  then  introduced  at  a  meeting  of  the  Board  during  the  roll 
call.  The  sponsor  can  either  talk  about  it  or  it  can  be  submitted  without  comment.  At  that  point,  the 
legislation  is  delivered  to  the  City  Attorney's  Office.  The  City  Attorney's  Office  must  approve  all 
ordinances  as  to  form,  which  is  the  legal  condition  for  their  adoption.  If  they  don't,  the  Board  can't  go  any 
further.  Resolutions  do  not  have  to  be  approved  as  to  form.  The  legislation  will  also  be  submitted  to  the 
Board's  Budget  Analyst  who  will  look  at  whether  it  will  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  the  City's  economy.  If  it  will 
potentially  have  an  impact,  it  is  sent  to  the  Controller's  Fiscal  Analysis  Unit  under  Proposition  I  adopted  a 
couple  of  years  ago.  It  will  also  be  sent  out  to  any  department  that  is  directly  affected  for  their  comments. 

The  Board's  Rules  provide  that  if  an  ordinance  sets  major  City  policy,  it  will  be  held  for  30  days  so  that  the 
public  can  review  the  ordinance,  form  opinions,  and  develop  whatever  information  they  think  is  needed.  At 
the  end  of  the  30  days,  it  will  be  placed  on  calendar  for  hearing  by  a  Board  Committee  such  as  the  Finance 
Committee,  Land  Use  Committee,  etc.  The  Charter  requires  that  all  Ordinances  go  through  at  least  one 
Committee  hearing.  At  that  point,  a  Committee  of  three  supervisors  will  take  public  comment  on  the 
proposed  legislation  and  will  listen  to  department  representatives.  Amendments  can  start  being  made  and  at 
the  end  of  the  hearing,  it  may  be  continued  many  times,  a  series  of  hearings  may  be  scheduled,  or  the 
Committee  will  vote  to  send  it  to  the  full  Board  with  or  without  recommendation  or  even  a  recommendation 
not  to  pass.  Usually,  if  they  feel  it  should  not  pass,  the  item  is  tabled  and  it  won't  go  any  further.  If  an  item 
does  not  make  it  out  of  Committee,  any  individual  Supervisor  can  call  it  to  the  full  Board  after  30  days. 
Then  the  full  Board  sitting  as  a  Committee  of  the  Whole  has  to  have  a  public  hearing  on  the  item  and  take 
public  comment. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  to  have  two  hearings  on  any  ordinance.  The  first  time  they  hear  the  legislation 
and  approve  it,  it  is  passed  for  first  reading;  then  passed  for  second  reading.  Amendments  can  be  made  at  the 
full  Board  meeting.  If  there  are  significant  amendments,  then  it  has  to  be  held  over  for  another  meeting  in 
order  to  give  appropriate  notice  and  to  give  the  public  an  opportunity  to  review  and  comment.  It  then  goes  to 
the  Mayor  for  signature  or  veto.  If  it  is  vetoed,  it  then  goes  back  to  the  Board  and  they  have  the  opportunity 
to  override  the  Mayor's  veto  with  eight  or  more  votes.  Finally  for  most  ordinances,  an  ordinance  has  to  sit 
for  another  30  days  before  it  becomes  effective.  During  that  period,  citizens  that  oppose  the  measure  have  the 
opportunity  to  gather  a  sufficient  amount  of  signatures  to  have  a  referendum  take  place.  If  they  get  enough 
signatures,  they  submit  them  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  and  then  to  the  Department  of  Elections.  The 
legislation  does  not  go  into  effect  until  it  is  placed  on  the  ballot  and  the  majority  of  voters  have  approved  it. 
There  are  other  kinds  of  ordinances  that  have  to  be  approved  by  the  voters;  e.g.,  anything  imposing  a  tax  and 
anything  amending  a  measure  that  has  already  been  directly  approved  and  adopted  by  the  voters  in  an 
election. 

Member  Marks  asked  if  there  are  laws  requiring  some  matters  to  be  put  to  a  vote  rather  than  implemented 
legislatively.   Mr.  Owen  explained  that  all  charter  amendments  have  to  be  adopted  by  the  voters.  Bond 
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measures  have  to  be  placed  on  the  ballot  and  anything  already  approved  by  the  voters  (example,  subsequent 
amendments  to  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  repeals).  Mr.  Owens  stated  that  sometimes  the  Supervisors  put 
something  on  the  ballot  because  they  can't  get  six  votes  to  get  it  through  the  Board  but  they  think  it  is 
important  enough  to  put  on  the  ballot,  or  if  they  think  the  issue  is  controversial  enough  that  it  should  go  to 
the  voters.  Member  Sherk  asked  whether  any  body  could  submit  an  Ordinance.  Mr.  Owen  stated  that  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  could  prepare  an  Ordinance  with  the  assistance  of  their  Deputy  City  Attorney  and 
then  send  it  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board.  It  is  deemed  introduced  by  the  President  of  the  Board  the  following 
Tuesday  or  the  Council  could  find  a  sponsoring  Supervisor.  The  Supervisors  do  have  the  option  to  make 
amendments  once  it  is  received. 

Member  Cohen  asked  what  would  happen  if  the  Board  of  Supervisors  does  not  take  action  on  a  Resolution  to 
adopt  a  tree  for  landmark  status.  Mr.  Owen  explained  that  if  the  item  is  not  calendared  at  Committee,  at 
some  point  the  file  is  closed.  If  you  have  a  Resolution  that  is  lingering,  you  have  to  convince  a  sponsoring 
Supervisor  to  hear  it  at  Committee  or  call  it  out  of  Committee  and  have  it  heard  at  the  full  Board.  Chair 
Milne  stated  that  the  Council  had  received  advice  that  if  the  Board  of  Supervisors  created  a  Motion  instead  of 
a  Resolution  for  an  intent  to  nominate  a  landmark  tree,  it  would  be  quicker  for  the  Council  to  receive  and  act 
upon.  Mr.  Owen  stated  that  a  Resolution  is  required  by  a  provision  of  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance,  but  the 
provision  could  be  amended  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Member  Cohen  confirmed  that  a  Resolution  of  intent  to  nominate  a  landmark  tree  would  be  introduced  by  a 
Supervisor,  sent  to  Committee,  and  then  if  approved  by  the  full  Board  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council  to  take  action.  If  the  Council  approves  landmark  tree  status,  then  the  Resolution  is  sent 
back  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  final  action.  At  that  point,  the  Council  may  have  to  contact  a  Supervisor 
to  calendar  the  item  before  Committee  within  a  certain  number  of  days  so  that  it  does  not  get  tabled.  Mr. 
Owen  explained  that  the  decision  to  proceed  is  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  but  interested  parties  can  keep 
track  of  the  progress,  make  inquiry  of  the  Supervisors  about  the  status,  express  concern,  and  urge  action  or 
inaction.  Mr.  Owen  stated  that  a  request  to  have  an  item  calendared  could  also  be  done  by  written  request. 
Mr.  Owen  offered  Deputy  City  Attorney  Alicia  Cabrera  and  his  assistance  on  any  future  questions  that  the 
Council  may  have.  Mr.  Owen  was  thanked  for  presenting  on  this  topic. 

6.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to 
research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Eng  discussed  the  need  for  better  coordination  and  sharing  of  information  between  City  staff  who  are 
serving  as  members  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  regarding  the  City's  budget  process,  which  will  be 
starting  in  January.  In  the  past,  Council  members  complained  they  could  not  influence  the  budget  so  it  could 
be  beneficial  for  Council  members  to  be  involved  earlier  in  the  process.  Ms.  Eng  invited  the  Council  to  work 
with  City  staff  and  Ms.  Hui  to  understand  the  budget  process.  The  Council  has  expressed  their  frustration 
about  the  lack  of  funding  for  the  Urban  Forest  program;  however,  the  City  is  spending  more  than  S20  million 
annually  on  trees,  and  the  Council  can  influence  funding  for  programs  that  they  are  interested  in.  Ms.  Hui's 
position  can  help  the  Council  coordinate  efforts  to  acquire  additional  funding  for  urban  forest  programs 
Because  the  Council  is  analyzing  its  effectiveness  and  relevancy,  Ms.  Eng  also  suggested  that  the  Council 
hold  an  annual  retreat  in  a  less  formal  setting. 

7.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Planning  &  Funding  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  18,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  9,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall  Room  42 1 . 

Both  Committee  meetings  in  October  were  cancelled.  There  were  no  reports  made  at  this  time. 
Item  9  was  heard  before  Item  8. 
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8.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and  Discussion). 

Chair  Milne  announced  that  Supervisor  Ammiano  introduced  an  intent-to-nominate  four  trees,  but  does  not 
have  information  on  whether  they  had  been  assigned  to  Committee.  Chair  Milne  asked  if  Department  staff 
had  received  letters  regarding  the  trees  on  Valencia,  Folsom,  or  Cortland  Avenue  as  he  had  received 
information  that  correspondence  would  be  forthcoming.  Ms.  Fish  stated  that  she  had  not  received 
correspondence  to  date. 

Chair  Milne  discussed  the  success  providing  public  outreach  by  Member  Cohen,  whose  article  on  urban 
forest  issues  was  in  the  September  26  Chronicle,  "The  Dirt:  It's  tough  to  see  urban  forest  with  so  few  trees" 
http://www.sfgate.coiTi/cgi-bin/articie.cgi?f=/c/a/2007/09/26/HO8is9MSO.DTL.  It  was  announced  that  Supervisor  McGoldrick's 
office  would  be  scheduling  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  amendments  that  would  streamline  the  way 
nominations  are  sent  to  the  Council  and  back  to  the  Supervisors  in  a  more  expeditious  manner.  Additional 
announcements  on  this  topic  would  be  forthcoming. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  reported  that  a  California  Urban  Forest  Council  annual  gathering  would  be  held  the  first 
weekend  in  November  in  San  Francisco  at  the  Cathedral  Hill  Hotel.  A  welcome  mixer  is  scheduled  for  the 
evening  of  November  1  and  conferences  would  be  held  on  November  2  and  3. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

Member  Habert  reported  that  he  would  be  on  medical  leave  for  approximately  two  months  and  announced 
that  Mr.  Fred  Blackwell,  Director  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  be  appointing  Mr.  Tom  Evans,  who 
is  a  planner  and  landscape  architect,  as  his  substitute  for  that  time. 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  landmark  tree  nomination  at  4124  23rd  Street  had  been  forwarded  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  was  introduced  and  referred  to  Committee,  but  the  Committee  did  not  yet  have  this  tree  on  then- 
meeting  agenda.  Ms.  Fish  and  Chair  Milne  confirmed  that  at  this  point,  a  request  could  be  made  to  the 
Committee  Chair  to  place  the  item  on  the  Committee  agenda  for  hearing. 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  future  agenda  items  would  include  (1)  forwarding  the  Work  Plan  to  the  Planning 
Committee;  and  (2)  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  meeting  process  on  the  October  full  Council  agenda 
(discussion  on  how  the  Council  wants  to  engage  in  meetings,  entertain  proposals,  make  decisions  and  take 
actions). 

Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the  Council's 
jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  1 1 :35  a.m. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above,  or 
upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary  at  the  address  listed  below,  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 

Monica. Fish(g' Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  

Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 
Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Approved: 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL  REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 

Friday,  September  28,  2007 
City  Hall,  Room  400 
One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  10:15  a.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne;  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Cohen,  Habert,  Marks,  Miller  (10:30  a.m.),  Nervo, 
Sherk,  and  Sustarich;  Excused:  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Griswold,  Rodgers,  and  Short. 

Chair  Milne  introduced  Mr.  Malcolm  Hillan  who  would  be  a  new  member  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 
effective  in  October  and  Ms.  Mei  Ling  Hui,  Environmental  Assistant  for  the  Department  of  the  Env  ironment 
in  the  Urban  Forestry  program.  Mr.  Hillan  stated  that  he  is  an  instructor  at  San  Francisco  City  College  in  the 
Environmental  Horticultural  Program  and  would  be  sitting  in  the  seat  formerly  occupied  by  Mr.  Larry 
Costello  that  is  designated  for  a  representative  of  an  educational  or  research  institution.  Ms.  Hui  introduced 
herself,  stating  that  she  would  be  working  full-time  effective  Monday,  October  8  and  that  she  had  previously 
worked  with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  August  28,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting  (Explanatory 
Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  August  28,  2007  Regular  Meeting 

http://sfgov.org/sit&/sfenviioument_page.asp?id=66772).  (Discussion  and  Action). 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Eng,  Department  of  the  Environment  suggested  that  an  amendment  be  made  to  Item  9 
to  delete  the  title  after  her  name  as  it  is  incorrectly  stated  as  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Program  Manger. 
Ms.  Eng's  official  title  is  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager.  Ms.  Eng  also  pointed  out  that  the 
statement  referencing  that  most  of  the  applications  received  for  the  Environmental  Assistant  Position  were 
from  the  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  is  incorrect.  Ms.  Fish  indicated 
that  since  the  statement  was  actually  made,  the  correction  would  be  noted  in  September's  meeting  minutes. 
Upon  Motion  by  Member  Cohen  and  second  by  Member  Marks,  the  August  28,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were 
approved  with  an  amendment  to  delete  the  title  after  Ms.  Eng's  name  in  Item  9  (AYES:  Chair  Milne.  Vice- 
Chair  Quirke,  Members  Cohen,  Habert,  Marks,  Nervo,  Sherk  and  Sustarich;  Absent:  Members  Blair.  Bosv 
Griswold,  Miller,  Rodgers  and  Short). 

3.  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Process.  Discussion  on  how  the  Council  wants  to  engage  in  meetings,  entertain 
proposals,  make  decisions  and  take  actions  (Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  reported  that  both  Items  3  and  4  were  discussed  at  the  productive  August  Planning  and 
Policy  Committee  meeting  that  had  been  originally  discussed  at  the  July  Council  meeting  about  the  rele\  ance 
and  role  the  Council  has  to  the  urban  forest  in  San  Francisco  and  as  an  advisory  council  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  Mayor.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  explained  that  the  Council's  conversations  often  times  are  rather 
contentious  and  may  vary  into  different  directions  which  results  in  the  actual  agenda  item  not  being  addressed 
effectively  in  order  to  enact  a  proposal.  It  was  suggested  that  the  Council  consider  one  process  or  a  variety  of 
other  processes  other  than  Roberts  Rules  of  Order  in  order  to  more  effectively  focus  on  dealing  with  and 
enacting  proposals.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  explained  that  the  consensus  process  is  for  everybody  to  have  a  voice 
and  work  towards  a  single  proposal.  If  that  proposal  has  too  much  opposition,  it  is  dropped,  and  then  another 
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proposal  is  made  in  order  to  go  forward.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  suggested  that  since  the  Council  did  not  have  a 
particular  proposal  to  consider  today,  that  this  item  should  be  continued  to  a  future  meeting. 

Member  Cohen  requested  an  example  of  a  time  when  the  Council  was  not  productive  and  if  had  worked 
towards  a  consensus  would  have  been  more  effective.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  discussion  of  the 
Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  and  working  towards  putting  together  an  agreement  that  could  be  brought  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  time  was  an  example.  It  was  explained  that  the  Council's  comments  were  not 
focused  towards  how  the  Ordinance  could  be  improved  and  were  not  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
efficiently.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  moved  ahead  without  the  Council's  input  because  the  Council  did  not 
send  any  comments  forward  on  time  even  after  many  meetings  on  the  topic.  Member  Cohen  agreed  that  the 
Council  had  not  been  effective,  but  did  not  agree  that  there  was  a  lack  of  focus.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that 
had  the  Council  been  able  to  reach  an  agreement,  they  would  have  been  more  effective  in  getting  a  proposal 
enacted.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  he  would  be  interested  in  using  consensus  techniques  for  future 
proposals. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  this  item  would  be  continued  to  the  October  23,  2007  meeting  for  further 
discussion  and  for  background  material  to  be  provided. 

4.   Urban  Forestry  Council's  Work  Plan  for  2008.  Review  definition  of  the  urban  forest  and  prepare  a  Work 
Plan  for  2008  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Forest  Plan  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.oig/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/ufc/suppoituig/2007/UrbanForestPlan.pdf  (Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  asked  that  Council  Members  review  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Ordinance  (Chapter  12 
of  the  Environment  Code)  and  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  so  that  an  agreement  can  be  made  as  to  the  definition  of 
the  urban  forest  in  order  to  develop  a  Work  Plan  for  2008.  It  was  stated  that  the  Council  is  currently  a 
reactive  body  to  issues  that  have  come  up  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  elsewhere.  Vice-Chair  Quirke 
recommended  that  the  Council  at  future  meetings  discuss  what  issues  are  coming  up  and  how  to  address 
those  issues  in  order  to  set  goals,  objectives,  and  strategies  to  meet  goals.  The  importance  of  having  a 
mechanism  to  check  accomplishments  and  pending  work  to  reach  goals  was  noted.  Chair  Milne  suggested 
that  projected  timelines  for  reaching  goals  be  included  as  part  of  the  Work  Plan.  Council  Members  provided 
their  comments  on  Work  Plan  items  for  2008.  Suggestions  included: 

•  Monthly  meetings  between  the  Council  Chair,  Ms.  Hui,  a  Board  of  Supervisors  Representative 
(preferably  the  Board  President),  and  Mr.  Dan  Sider,  Director,  Mayor's  Office  of  Greening,  in  order 
to  discuss  the  Council's  activities  and  provide  monthly  updates  (KQ). 

•  Better  Streets  Plan,  Wastewater  Management  Plan  (BS)  and  Planning  Department's  Urban  Forest 
Master  Plan  involvement  (MM). 

•  Urban  Forest  Plan  Priority  Action  Steps  as  agreed  to  by  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  (MM 
and  TM).  ' 

•  Review  last  year's  work  plan  for  carry-over  items  (MM). 

•  Create  a  flowchart  and  checklist  of  work  plan  items  (JC). 

•  Involvement  in  other  City  projects  that  Council  members  and  other  City  agencies  are  working  on; 
e.g.,  Islais  Creek  and  other  watersheds  in  San  Francisco.  Discussion  of  trees,  uncovering  streams,  to 
create  more  ecological  ways  to  create  drainage  and  aquifer  replenishment,  study  different  kinds  of 
greening  and  places  for  greening  (BS). 

•  Discussion  of  the  effects  of  pine  pitch  canker  on  Monterey  pines  in  San  Francisco  and  City  resources 
■  that  are  being  used  for  removal  and  disposal  of  these  trees.  SFPUC  does  not  have  resources  to  attend 

to  establishment  and  planting  of  new  trees  as  a  result  (MS). 

•  Involvement  in  large  public  projects  that  have  impact  on  the  urban  forest  so  that  trees  are  protected 
during  development  either  by  private  property  owners  or  developers  (MM  and  JC).  Create 
requirements  for  no  net  loss  of  trees  on  private  and  public  property,  amend  Planning  Code  Section 
143  and  strengthen  other  relevant  codes,  create  educational  programs  and  certification  requirements, 
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and  help  public  agencies  enforce  laws  so  that  private  property  owners  and  contractors  do  not  damage 
trees  (MM). 

•  Participation  in  requesting  funding  from  bonds  directed  towards  urban  forest  work  around  the  state; 
e.g.,  Proposition  84,  land  and  water  bond,  in  which  millions  of  dollars  are  allocated  for  the  urban 
forest  around  the  state  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  bond  allocated  to  the  urban  forest  and  trail 
restoration  (KQ). 

•  Sidewalk  pocket  parks  and  green  belts.  Create  a  paradigm  shift  as  to  how  San  Francisco  urban 
dwellers  see  our  streets,  .sidewalks,  trees,  underground,  and  aboveground  through  written  articles, 
etc.  (JC). 

•  Discuss  Council's  interactions  with  other  City  Hall  agencies.  Public  outreach  through  written 
articles  to  newspapers  (TM). 

•  Work  with  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  to  create  better  streets.  Study  the  relationship  of  trees, 
pedestrian,  automotive,  and  bicycle  paths  of  travel.  Share  ideas  from  other  countries  (BS). 

•  Crocker  Amazon  and  other  park  projects  to  install  artificial  turf  play  fields  that  resulted  and  would 
result  in  a  loss  of  trees.  Council  to  discuss  processes  used  in  approving  projects  and  make 
recommendations  on  further  MOU's.  Discuss  whether  public  and  private  entities  are  working  well 
together  in  the  interests  of  the  public.  Ensure  adequate  public  participation — what  role  should 
private  entities  play  in  the  stewardship  of  public  places  (MM).  Create  Resolutions  and  make 
presentations  to  Commissions  to  pay  attention  to  these  issues  (TM).  Discussion  of  City 
subcontracting  and  the  public  process  (JC). 

The  Work  Plan  for  2008  would  be  discussed  at  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  at  their  October  1 8, 
2007  and  then  brought  back  to  the  full  Council  for  further  discussion  at  their  October  23,  2007  meeting. 
Planning  and  Funding  Committee 

5.    Board  of  Supervisors  Legislative  Process  Training/Workshop.  An  informational  report  will  be  given  on 
a  citywide  legislative  process  training/workshop  tentatively  scheduled  for  this  year.  (Explanatory  Document 

Legislative  Process  Handbook  (PDF)  http://vvww.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/handbook/legislative  process.pdf). 

(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  Ms.  Kay  Gulbengay,  Deputy  Clerk  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Office  indicated  that 
she  may  be  formulating  a  City-wide  legislative  process  training/workshop  for  Commissioners,  Council 
Members,  etc.  that  may  be  available  by  the  end  of  October.  However,  the  workshop  is  tentative  at  this  time, 
and  more  information  would  be  forwarded  to  Council  members  once  it  becomes  available.  For  additional 
information  on  the  legislative  process,  Ms.  Gulbengay  is  available  to  answer  questions  on  Monday  and 
Thursday  afternoons  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Office  or  by  email  Kay.GulbenRay@sfgov.org.  Vice-Chair 
Quirke  asked  if  the  legislative  training  session  would  be  open  to  the  public.  Ms.  Fish  stated  that  she  believes 
it  would  be  open  to  the  public  in  accordance  with  Sunshine  Ordinance  rules. 

Transcript  on  the  Legislative  Process 

Mr.  Tom  Owen,  Deputy  City  Attorney,  stated  that  he  has  been  working  with  the  City  Attorney's  Office  for 
the  past  twenty-six  years  preparing  legislation  either  directly  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  for  City 
departments,  the  Mayor's  Office,  and  the  Controller's  Office.  Mr.  Owen  explained  that  San  Francisco  is  the 
only  city  in  California  set  up  as  a  consolidated  City  and  County  and  one  of  the  few  in  the  country.  Also  as  a 
chartered  city,  under  state  constitution,  San  Francisco  has  the  ability  to  adopt  a  charter  for  local  governments 
which  gives  us  a  great  deal  of  autonomy  compared  to  general  cities  within  the  state  which  are  governed  by 
state  statutes  adopted  in  Sacramento. 

The  local  legislative  process  is  governed  in  San  Francisco's  Charter.  Charter  amendments  are  adopted 
pursuant  to  state  law— they  have  to  be  submitted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  by  a  group  of  citizens  who 
circulate  a  petition  and  approved  by  the  voters.  Most  City  legislation  is  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
There  are  three  kinds  of  enactments  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  can  pass — ordinances,  resolutions,  and 
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motions.  Ordinances  are  organized  in  the  various  subject  matter  codes,  the  Police  Code,  Environment  Code, 
Public  Works  Code,  etc.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  and  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  are  examples  of 
ordinances  that  are  laws  generally  directed  toward  the  public  at  large.  They  impose  duties  and  obligations  on 
private  citizens,  and  they  may  also  set  up  internal  city  policies  where  there  is  a  degree  of  formality  required 
or  some  need  to  make  a  policy  mandatory.  Resolutions  are  statements  by  the  Board  of  the  Supervisors  of  the 
City's  intent  for  local  actions;  e.g.  (1)  certain  contracts  are  approved  by  resolution;  (2)  if  the  City  wants  to 
state  its  position  on  an  issue;  (3)  whether  it  supports  or  opposes  a  particular  action  in  Sacramento;  (4) 
proclaim  a  particular  commemorative  day.  Motions  deal  with  matters  that  are  exclusively  under  the  Board's 
jurisdiction;  e.g.,  (1)  decisions  on  appeals;  (2)  if  the  Board  is  deciding  to  submit  something  to  the  voters  that 
has  gone  through  its  process. 

Ordinances  and  Resolutions  go  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Mayor  has  ten  days  to  decide  to  sign  or  reject  by  a  veto. 
If  the  Mayor  holds  them  past  the  ten-day  period,  they  go  into  effect  without  signature.  Ordinances  can 
originate  from  an  idea  either  on  a  problem  or  program  that  the  City  can  benefit  from.  Supervisors  would 
draft  an  ordinance  directly  themselves  or  request  the  City  Attorney's  Office  to  write  an  ordinance.  Boards 
and  Commissions  can  also  prepare  and  submit  ordinances  directly  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  or  they  can 
ask  a  Supervisor  to  sponsor  it.  The  legislation  is  then  introduced  at  a  meeting  of  the  Board  during  the  roll 
call.  The  sponsor  can  either  talk  about  it  or  it  can  be  submitted  without  comment.  At  that  point,  the 
legislation  is  delivered  to  the  City  Attorney's  Office.  The  City  Attorney's  Office  must  approve  all 
ordinances  as  to  form,  which  is  the  legal  condition  for  their  adoption.  If  they  don't,  the  Board  can't  go  any 
further.  Resolutions  do  not  have  to  be  approved  as  to  form.  The  legislation  will  also  be  submitted  to  the 
Board's  Budget  Analyst  who  will  look  at  whether  it  will  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  the  City's  economy.  If  it  will 
potentially  have  an  impact,  it  is  sent  to  the  Controller's  Fiscal  Analysis  Unit  under  Proposition  I  adopted  a 
couple  of  years  ago.  It  will  also  be  sent  out  to  any  department  that  is  directly  affected  for  their  comments. 

The  Board's  Rules  provide  that  if  an  ordinance  sets  major  City  policy,  it  will  be  held  for  30  days  so  that  the 
public  can  review  the  ordinance,  form  opinions,  and  develop  whatever  information  they  think  is  needed.  At 
the  end  of  the  30  days,  it  will  be  placed  on  calendar  for  hearing  by  a  Board  Committee  such  as  the  Finance 
Committee,  Land  Use  Committee,  etc.  The  Charter  requires  that  all  Ordinances  go  through  at  least  one 
Committee  hearing.  At  that  point,  a  Committee  of  three  supervisors  will  take  public  comment  on  the 
proposed  legislation  and  will  listen  to  department  representatives.  Amendments  can  start  being  made  and  at 
the  end  of  the  hearing,  it  may  be  continued  many  times,  a  series  of  hearings  may  be  scheduled,  or  the 
Committee  will  vote  to  send  it  to  the  full  Board  with  or  without  recommendation  or  even  a  recommendation 
not  to  pass.  Usually,  if  they  feel  it  should  not  pass,  the  item  is  tabled  and  it  won't  go  any  further.  If  an  item 
does  not  make  it  out  of  Committee,  any  individual  Supervisor  can  call  it  to  the  full  Board  after  30  days. 
Then  the  full  Board  sitting  as  a  Committee  of  the  Whole  has  to  have  a  public  hearing  on  the  item  and  take 
public  comment. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  to  have  two  hearings  on  any  ordinance.  The  first  time  they  hear  the  legislation 
and  approve  it,  it  is  passed  for  first  reading;  then  passed  for  second  reading.  Amendments  can  be  made  at  the 
full  Board  meeting.  If  there  are  significant  amendments,  then  it  has  to  be  held  over  for  another  meeting  in 
order  to  give  appropriate  notice  and  to  give  the  public  an  opportunity  to  review  and  comment.  It  then  goes  to 
the  Mayor  for  signature  or  veto.  If  it  is  vetoed,  it  then  goes  back  to  the  Board  and  they  have  the  opportunity 
to  override  the  Mayor's  veto  with  eight  or  more  votes.  Finally  for  most  ordinances,  an  ordinance  has  to  sit 
for  another  30  days  before  it  becomes  effective.  During  that  period,  citizens  that  oppose  the  measure  have  the 
opportunity  to  gather  a  sufficient  amount  of  signatures  to  have  a  referendum  take  place.  If  they  get  enough 
signatures,  they  submit  them  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  and  then  to  the  Department  of  Elections.  The 
legislation  does  not  go  into  effect  until  it  is  placed  on  the  ballot  and  the  majority  of  voters  have  approved  it. 
There  are  other  kinds  of  ordinances  that  have  to  be  approved  by  the  voters;  e.g.,  anything  imposing  a  tax  and 
anything  amending  a  measure  that  has  already  been  directly  approved  and  adopted  by  the  voters  in  an 
election. 

Member  Marks  asked  if  there  are  laws  requiring  some  matters  to  be  put  to  a  vote  rather  than  implemented 
legislatively.   Mr.  Owen  explained  that  all  charter  amendments  have  to  be  adopted  by  the  voters.  Bond 
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measures  have  to  be  placed  on  the  ballot  and  anything  already  approved  by  the  voters  (example,  subsequent 
amendments  to  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  repeals).  Mr.  Owens  stated  that  sometimes  the  Supervisors  put 
something  on  the  ballot  because  they  can't  get  six  votes  to  get  it  through  the  Board  but  they  think  it  is 
important  enough  to  put  on  the  ballot,  or  if  they  think  the  issue  is  controversial  enough  that  it  should  go  to 
the  voters.  Member  Sherk  asked  whether  any  body  could  submit  an  Ordinance.  Mr.  Owen  stated  that  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  could  prepare  an  Ordinance  with  the  assistance  of  their  Deputy  City  Attorney  and 
then  send  it  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board.  It  is  deemed  introduced  by  the  President  of  the  Board  the  following 
Tuesday  or  the  Council  could  find  a  sponsoring  Supervisor.  The  Supervisors  do  have  the  option  to  make 
amendments  once  it  is  received. 

Member  Cohen  asked  what  would  happen  if  the  Board  of  Supervisors  does  not  take  action  on  a  Resolution  to 
adopt  a  tree  for  landmark  status.  Mr.  Owen  explained  that  if  the  item  is  not  calendared  at  Committee,  at 
some  point  the  file  is  closed.  If  you  have  a  Resolution  that  is  lingering,  you  have  to  convince  a  sponsoring 
Supervisor  to  hear  it  at  Committee  or  call  it  out  of  Committee  and  have  it  heard  at  the  full  Board.  Chair 
Milne  stated  that  the  Council  had  received  advice  that  if  the  Board  of  Supervisors  created  a  Motion  instead  of 
a  Resolution  for  an  intent  to  nominate  a  landmark  tree,  it  would  be  quicker  for  the  Council  to  receive  and  act 
upon.  Mr.  Owen  stated  that  a  Resolution  is  required  by  a  provision  of  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance,  but  the 
provision  could  be  amended  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Member  Cohen  confirmed  that  a  Resolution  of  intent  to  nominate  a  landmark  tree  would  be  introduced  by  a 
Supervisor,  sent  to  Committee,  and  then  if  approved  by  the  full  Board  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council  to  take  action.  If  the  Council  approves  landmark  tree  status,  then  the  Resolution  is  sent 
back  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  final  action.  At  that  point,  the  Council  may  have  to  contact  a  Supervisor 
to  calendar  the  item  before  Committee  within  a  certain  number  of  days  so  that  it  does  not  get  tabled.  Mr. 
Owen  explained  that  the  decision  to  proceed  is  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  but  interested  parties  can  keep 
track  of  the  progress,  make  inquiry  of  the  Supervisors  about  the  status,  express  concern,  and  urge  action  or 
inaction.  Mr.  Owen  stated  that  a  request  to  have  an  item  calendared  could  also  be  done  by  written  request. 
Mr.  Owen  offered  Deputy  City  Attorney  Alicia  Cabrera  and  his  assistance  on  any  future  questions  that  the 
Council  may  have.  Mr.  Owen  was  thanked  for  presenting  on  this  topic. 

6.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to 
research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Eng  discussed  the  need  for  better  coordination  and  sharing  of  information  between  City  staff  who  are 
serving  as  members  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  regarding  the  City's  budget  process,  which  will  be 
starting  in  January.  In  the  past,  Council  members  complained  they  could  not  influence  the  budget  so  it  could 
be  beneficial  for  Council  members  to  be  involved  earlier  in  the  process.  Ms.  Eng  invited  the  Council  to  work 
with  City  staff  and  Ms.  Hui  to  understand  the  budget  process.  The  Council  has  expressed  their  frustration 
about  the  lack  of  funding  for  the  Urban  Forest  program;  however,  the  City  is  spending  more  than  S20  million 
annually  on  trees,  and  the  Council  can  influence  funding  for  programs  that  they  are  interested  in.  Ms.  Hui's 
position  can  help  the  Council  coordinate  efforts  to  acquire  additional  funding  for  urban  forest  programs. 
Because  the  Council  is  analyzing  its  effectiveness  and  relevancy,  Ms.  Eng  also  suggested  that  the  Council 
hold  an  annual  retreat  in  a  less  formal  setting. 

7.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Planning  &  Funding  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  1 8,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  9,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Both  Committee  meetings  in  October  were  cancelled.  There  were  no  reports  made  at  this  time. 
Item  9  was  heard  before  Item  8. 
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8.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and  Discussion). 

Chair  Milne  announced  that  Supervisor  Ammiano  introduced  an  intent-to-nominate  four  trees,  but  does  not 
have  information  on  whether  they  had  been  assigned  to  Committee.  Chair  Milne  asked  if  Department  staff 
had  received  letters  regarding  the  trees  on  Valencia,  Folsom,  or  Cortland  Avenue  as  he  had  received 
information  that  correspondence  would  be  forthcoming.  Ms.  Fish  stated  that  she  had  not  received 
correspondence  to  date. 

Chair  Milne  discussed  the  success  providing  public  outreach  by  Member  Cohen,  whose  article  on  urban 
forest  issues  was  in  the  September  26  Chronicle,  "The  Dirt:  It's  tough  to  see  urban  forest  with  so  few  trees" 
http://www.sfgate.conVcgi-biiVarticie.cgi?f=/c/a/2007/09/26/HO8iS9MSO.DTL.  It  was  announced  that  Supervisor  McGoldrick's 
office  would  be  scheduling  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  amendments  that  would  streamline  the  way 
nominations  are  sent  to  the  Council  and  back  to  the  Supervisors  in  a  more  expeditious  manner.  Additional 
announcements  on  this  topic  would  be  forthcoming. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  reported  that  a  California  Urban  Forest  Council  annual  gathering  would  be  held  the  first 
weekend  in  November  in  San  Francisco  at  the  Cathedral  Hill  Hotel.  A  welcome  mixer  is  scheduled  for  the 
evening  of  November  1  and  conferences  would  be  held  on  November  2  and  3. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

Member  Habert  reported  that  he  would  be  on  medical  leave  for  approximately  two  months  and  announced 
that  Mr.  Fred  Blackwell,  Director  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  be  appointing  Mr.  Tom  Evans,  who 
is  a  planner  and  landscape  architect,  as  his  substitute  for  that  time. 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  landmark  tree  nomination  at  4124  23rd  Street  had  been  forwarded  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  was  introduced  and  referred  to  Committee,  but  the  Committee  did  not  yet  have  this  tree  on  their 
meeting  agenda.  Ms.  Fish  and  Chair  Milne  confirmed  that  at  this  point,  a  request  could  be  made  to  the 
Committee  Chair  to  place  the  item  on  the  Committee  agenda  for  hearing. 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  future  agenda  items  would  include  (1)  forwarding  the  Work  Plan  to  the  Planning 
Committee;  and  (2)  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  meeting  process  on  the  October  full  Council  agenda 
(discussion  on  how  the  Council  wants  to  engage  in  meetings,  entertain  proposals,  make  decisions  and  take 
actions) . 

Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the  Council's 
jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  1 1 :35  a.m. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above,  or 
upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary  at  the  address  listed  below,  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 

Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  

Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 
Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Approved: 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL  REGULAR  MEETING 
APPROVED  MINUTES 

'     A  DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

Friday,  September  28,  2007 

City  Hall,  Room  400  OCT  2  4  2007 

n  */a7  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

,  c      u        •        rA  ft^mi  SAN  FRANCISCO 

;  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

i.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  1 0: 1 5  a.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne;  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Cohen,  Habert,  Marks,  Miller  (10:30  a.m.),  Nervo, 
Sherk,  and  Sustarich;  Excused:  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Griswold,  Rodgers,  and  Short. 

Chair  Milne  introduced  Mr.  Malcolm  Hillan  who  would  be  a  new  member  on  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 
effective  in  October  and  Ms.  Mei  Ling  Hui,  Environmental  Assistant  for  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
in  the  Urban  Forestry  program.  Mr.  Hillan  stated  that  he  is  an  instructor  at  San  Francisco  City  College  in  the 
Environmental  Horticultural  Program  and  would  be  sitting  in  the  seat  formerly  occupied  by  Mr.  Larry 
Costello  that  is  designated  for  a  representative  of  an  educational  or  research  institution.  Ms.  Hui  introduced 
herself,  stating  that  she  would  be  working  full-time  effective  Monday,  October  8  and  that  she  had  previously 
worked  with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest. 


2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  August  28,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting  (Explanatory 
Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the  August  28,  2007  Regular  Meeting 

http://sfpov.orp/sitg'sfenvironineiit_page.asp'?id=66772).  (Discussion  and  Action). 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Eng,  Department  of  the  Environment  suggested  that  an  amendment  be  made  to  Item  9 
to  delete  the  title  after  her  name  as  it  is  incorrectly  stated  as  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Program  Manger. 
Ms.  Eng's  official  title  is  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager.  Ms.  Eng  also  pointed  out  that  the 
statement  referencing  that  most  of  the  applications  received  for  the  Environmental  Assistant  Position  were 
from  the  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  is  incorrect.  Ms.  Fish  indicated 
that  since  the  statement  was  actually  made,  the  correction  would  be  noted  in  September's  meeting  minutes. 
Upon  Motion  by  Member  Cohen  and  second  by  Member  Marks,  the  August  28,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were 
approved  with  an  amendment  to  delete  the  title  after  Ms.  Eng's  name  in  Item  9  (AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice- 
Chair  Quirke,  Members  Cohen,  Habert,  Marks,  Nervo,  Sherk  and  Sustarich;  Absent:  Members  Blair.  Boss. 
Griswold,  Miller,  Rodgers  and  Short). 

3.  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Process.  Discussion  on  how  the  Council  wants  to  engage  in  meetings,  entertain 
proposals,  make  decisions  and  take  actions  (Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  reported  that  both  Items  3  and  4  were  discussed  at  the  productive  August  Planning  and 
Policy  Committee  meeting  that  had  been  originally  discussed  at  the  July  Council  meeting  about  the  relevance 
and  role  the  Council  has  to  the  urban  forest  in  San  Francisco  and  as  an  advisory  council  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  Mayor.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  explained  that  the  Council's  conversations  often  times  are  rather 
contentious  and  may  vary  into  different  directions  which  results  in  the  actual  agenda  item  not  being  addressed 
effectively  in  order  to  enact  a  proposal.  It  was  suggested  that  the  Council  consider  one  process  or  a  variety  of 
other  processes  other  than  Roberts  Rules  of  Order  in  order  to  more  effectively  focus  on  dealing  with  and 
enacting  proposals.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  explained  that  the  consensus  process  is  for  everybody  to  have  a  voice 
and  work  towards  a  single  proposal.  If  that  proposal  has  too  much  opposition,  it  is  dropped,  and  then  another 
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proposal  is  made  in  order  to  go  forward.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  suggested  that  since  the  Council  did  not  have  a 
particular  proposal  to  consider  today,  that  this  item  should  be  continued  to  a  future  meeting. 

Member  Cohen  requested  an  example  of  a  time  when  the  Council  was  not  productive  and  if  had  worked 
towards  a  consensus  would  have  been  more  effective.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  discussion  of  the 
Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  and  working  towards  putting  together  an  agreement  that  could  be  brought  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  time  was  an  example.  It  was  explained  that  the  Council's  comments  were  not 
focused  towards  how  the  Ordinance  could  be  improved  and  were  not  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
efficiently.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  moved  ahead  without  the  Council's  input  because  the  Council  did  not 
send  any  comments  forward  on  time  even  after  many  meetings  on  the  topic.  Member  Cohen  agreed  that  the 
Council  had  not  been  effective,  but  did  not  agree  that  there  was  a  lack  of  focus.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that 
had  the  Council  been  able  to  reach  an  agreement,  they  would  have  been  more  effective  in  getting  a  proposal 
enacted.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  he  would  be  interested  in  using  consensus  techniques  for  future 
proposals. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  this  item  would  be  continued  to  the  October  23,  2007  meeting  for  further 
discussion  and  for  background  material  to  be  provided. 

4.   Urban  Forestry  Council's  Work  Plan  for  2008.  Review  definition  of  the  urban  forest  and  prepare  a  Work 
Plan  for  2008  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Forest  Plan  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/utc/supporting/2007/UrbanForestPlan.pdf  (Discussion). 

SPONSOR:  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  asked  that  Council  Members  review  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Ordinance  (Chapter  12 
of  the  Environment  Code)  and  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  so  that  an  agreement  can  be  made  as  to  the  definition  of 
the  urban  forest  in  order  to  develop  a  Work  Plan  for  2008.  It  was  stated  that  the  Council  is  currently  a 
reactive  body  to  issues  that  have  come  up  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  elsewhere.  Vice-Chair  Quirke 
recommended  that  the  Council  at  future  meetings  discuss  what  issues  are  coming  up  and  how  to  address 
those  issues  in  order  to  set  goals,  objectives,  and  strategies  to  meet  goals.  The  importance  of  having  a 
mechanism  to  check  accomplishments  and  pending  work  to  reach  goals  was  noted.  Chair  Milne  suggested 
that  projected  timelines  for  reaching  goals  be  included  as  part  of  the  Work  Plan.  Council  Members  provided 
their  comments  on  Work  Plan  items  for  2008.  Suggestions  included: 

•  Monthly  meetings  between  the  Council  Chair,  Ms.  Hui,  a  Board  of  Supervisors  Representative 
(preferably  the  Board  President),  and  Mr.  Dan  Sider,  Director,  Mayor's  Office  of  Greening,  in  order 
to  discuss  the  Council's  activities  and  provide  monthly  updates  (KQ). 

•  Better  Streets  Plan,  Wastewater  Management  Plan  (BS)  and  Planning  Department's  Urban  Forest 
Master  Plan  involvement  (MM). 

•  Urban  Forest  Plan  Priority  Action  Steps  as  agreed  to  by  the  Planning  and  Policy  Committee  (MM 
andTM). 

•  Review  last  year's  work  plan  for  carry-over  items  (MM). 

•  Create  a  flowchart  and  checklist  of  work  plan  items  (JC). 

•  Involvement  in  other  City  projects  that  Council  members  and  other  City  agencies  are  working  on; 
e.g.,  Islais  Creek  and  other  watersheds  in  San  Francisco.  Discussion  of  trees,  uncovering  streams,  to 
create  more  ecological  ways  to  create  drainage  and  aquifer  replenishment,  study  different  kinds  of 
greening  and  places  for  greening  (BS). 

•  Discussion  of  the  effects  of  pine  pitch  canker  on  Monterey  pines  in  San  Francisco  and  City  resources 
that  are  being  used  for  removal  and  disposal  of  these  trees.  SFPUC  does  not  have  resources  to  attend 
to  establishment  and  planting  of  new  trees  as  a  result  (MS). 

•  Involvement  in  large  public  projects  that  have  impact  on  the  urban  forest  so  that  trees  are  protected 
during  development  either  by  private  property  owners  or  developers  (MM  and  JC).  Create 
requirements  for  no  net  loss  of  trees  on  private  and  public  property,  amend  Planning  Code  Section 
143  and  strengthen  other  relevant  codes,  create  educational  programs  and  certification  requirements, 
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and  help  public  agencies  enforce  laws  so  that  private  property  owners  and  contractors  do  not  damage 
trees  (MM). 

•  Participation  in  requesting  funding  from  bonds  directed  towards  urban  forest  work  around  the  state; 
e.g.,  Proposition  84,  land  and  water  bond,  in  which  millions  of  dollars  are  allocated  for  the  urban 
forest  around  the  state  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  bond  allocated  to  the  urban  forest  and  trail 
restoration  (KQ). 

•  Sidewalk  pocket  parks  and  green  belts.  Create  a  paradigm  shift  as  to  how  San  Francisco  urban 
dwellers  see  our  streets,  sidewalks,  trees,  underground,  and  aboveground  through  written  articles, 
etc.  (JC). 

•  Discuss  Council's  interactions  with  other  City  Hall  agencies.  Public  outreach  through  written 
articles  to  newspapers  (TM). 

•  Work  with  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  to  create  better  streets.  Study  the  relationship  of  trees, 
pedestrian,  automotive,  and  bicycle  paths  of  travel.  Share  ideas  from  other  countries  (BS). 

•  Crocker  Amazon  and  other  park  projects  to  install  artificial  turf  play  fields  that  resulted  and  would 
result  in  a  loss  of  trees.  Council  to  discuss  processes  used  in  approving  projects  and  make 
recommendations  on  further  MOU's.  Discuss  whether  public  and  private  entities  are  working  well 
together  in  the  interests  of  the  public.  Ensure  adequate  public  participation — what  role  should 
private  entities  play  in  the  stewardship  of  public  places  (MM).  Create  Resolutions  and  make 
presentations  to  Commissions  to  pay  attention  to  these  issues  (TM).  Discussion  of  City 
subcontracting  and  the  public  process  (JC). 

The  Work  Plan  for  2008  would  be  discussed  at  the  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  at  their  October  1 8, 
2007  and  then  brought  back  to  the  full  Council  for  further  discussion  at  their  October  23,  2007  meeting. 
Planning  and  Funding  Committee 

5.    Board  of  Supervisors  Legislative  Process  Training/Workshop.  An  informational  report  will  be  given  on 
a  citywide  legislative  process  training/workshop  tentatively  scheduled  for  this  year.  (Explanatory  Document 

Legislative  Process  Handbook  (PDF)  http://www.sfgov.org/site/uDloadedfiles/bdsupvrs/handbook/legislative  process.pdf). 

(Informational  Report  and  Discussion)  . 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  Ms.  Kay  Gulbengay,  Deputy  Clerk  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Office  indicated  that 
she  may  be  formulating  a  City-wide  legislative  process  training/workshop  for  Commissioners,  Council 
Members,  etc.  that  may  be  available  by  the  end  of  October.  However,  the  workshop  is  tentative  at  this  time, 
and  more  information  would  be  forwarded  to  Council  members  once  it  becomes  available.  For  additional 
information  on  the  legislative  process,  Ms.  Gulbengay  is  available  to  answer  questions  on  Monday  and 
Thursday  afternoons  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Office  or  by  email  Kay.Gulbengayfaisfgov.org.  Vice-Chan 
Quirke  asked  if  the  legislative  training  session  would  be  open  to  the  public.  Ms.  Fish  stated  that  she  belic\  es 
it  would  be  open  to  the  public  in  accordance  with  Sunshine  Ordinance  rules. 

Transcript  on  the  Legislative  Process 

Mr.  Tom  Owen,  Deputy  City  Attorney,  stated  that  he  has  been  working  with  the  City  Attorney's  Office  for 
the  past  twenty-six  years  preparing  legislation  either  directly  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  for  City 
departments,  the  Mayor's  Office,  and  the  Controller's  Office.  Mr.  Owen  explained  that  San  Francisco  is  the 
only  city  in  California  set  up  as  a  consolidated  City  and  County  and  one  of  the  few  in  the  country.  Also  as  a 
chartered  city,  under  state  constitution,  San  Francisco  has  the  ability  to  adopt  a  charter  for  local  governments 
which  gives  us  a  great  deal  of  autonomy  compared  to  general  cities  within  the  state  which  are  governed  by 
state  statutes  adopted  in  Sacramento. 

The  local  legislative  process  is  governed  in  San  Francisco's  Charter.  Charter  amendments  are  adopted 
pursuant  to  state  law—they  have  to  be  submitted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  by  a  group  of  citizens  who 
circulate  a  petition  and  approved  by  the  voters.  Most  City  legislation  is  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
There  are  three  kinds  of  enactments  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  can  pass — ordinances,  resolutions,  and 
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motions.  Ordinances  are  organized  in  the  various  subject  matter  codes,  the  Police  Code,  Environment  Code, 
Public  Works  Code,  etc.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  and  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  are  examples  of 
ordinances  that  are  laws  generally  directed  toward  the  public  at  large.  They  impose  duties  and  obligations  on 
private  citizens,  and  they  may  also  set  up  internal  city  policies  where  there  is  a  degree  of  formality  required 
or  some  need  to  make  a  policy  mandatory.  Resolutions  are  statements  by  the  Board  of  the  Supervisors  of  the 
City's  intent  for  local  actions;  e.g.  (1)  certain  contracts  are  approved  by  resolution;  (2)  if  the  City  wants  to 
state  its  position  on  an  issue;  (3)  whether  it  supports  or  opposes  a  particular  action  in  Sacramento;  (4) 
proclaim  a  particular  commemorative  day.  Motions  deal  with  matters  that  are  exclusively  under  the  Board's 
jurisdiction;  e.g.,  (1)  decisions  on  appeals;  (2)  if  the  Board  is  deciding  to  submit  something  to  the  voters  that 
has  gone  through  its  process. 

Ordinances  and  Resolutions  go  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Mayor  has  ten  days  to  decide  to  sign  or  reject  by  a  veto. 
If  the  Mayor  holds  them  past  the  ten-day  period,  they  go  into  effect  without  signature.  Ordinances  can 
originate  from  an  idea  either  on  a  problem  or  program  that  the  City  can  benefit  from.  Supervisors  would 
draft  an  ordinance  directly  themselves  or  request  the  City  Attorney's  Office  to  write  an  ordinance.  Boards 
and  Commissions  can  also  prepare  and  submit  ordinances  directly  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  or  they  can 
ask  a  Supervisor  to  sponsor  it.  The  legislation  is  then  introduced  at  a  meeting  of  the  Board  during  the  roll 
call.  The  sponsor  can  either  talk  about  it  or  it  can  be  submitted  without  comment.  At  that  point,  the 
legislation  is  delivered  to  the  City  Attorney's  Office.  The  City  Attorney's  Office  must  approve  all 
ordinances  as  to  form,  which  is  the  legal  condition  for  their  adoption.  If  they  don't,  the  Board  can't  go  any 
further.  Resolutions  do  not  have  to  be  approved  as  to  form.  The  legislation  will  also  be  submitted  to  the 
Board's  Budget  Analyst  who  will  look  at  whether  it  will  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  the  City's  economy.  If  it  will 
potentially  have  an  impact,  it  is  sent  to  the  Controller's  Fiscal  Analysis  Unit  under  Proposition  I  adopted  a 
couple  of  years  ago.  It  will  also  be  sent  out  to  any  department  that  is  directly  affected  for  their  comments. 

The  Board's  Rules  provide  that  if  an  ordinance  sets  major  City  policy,  it  will  be  held  for  30  days  so  that  the 
public  can  review  the  ordinance,  form  opinions,  and  develop  whatever  information  they  think  is  needed.  At 
the  end  of  the  30  days,  it  will  be  placed  on  calendar  for  hearing  by  a  Board  Committee  such  as  the  Finance 
Committee,  Land  Use  Committee,  etc.  The  Charter  requires  that  all  Ordinances  go  through  at  least  one 
Committee  hearing.  At  that  point,  a  Committee  of  three  supervisors  will  take  public  comment  on  the 
proposed  legislation  and  will  listen  to  department  representatives.  Amendments  can  start  being  made  and  at 
the  end  of  the  hearing,  it  may  be  continued  many  times,  a  series  of  hearings  may  be  scheduled,  or  the 
Committee  will  vote  to  send  it  to  the  full  Board  with  or  without  recommendation  or  even  a  recommendation 
not  to  pass.  Usually,  if  they  feel  it  should  not  pass,  the  item  is  tabled  and  it  won't  go  any  further.  If  an  item 
does  not  make  it  out  of  Committee,  any  individual  Supervisor  can  call  it  to  the  full  Board  after  30  days. 
Then  the  full  Board  sitting  as  a  Committee  of  the  Whole  has  to  have  a  public  hearing  on  the  item  and  take 
public  comment. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  to  have  two  hearings  on  any  ordinance.  The  first  time  they  hear  the  legislation 
and  approve  it,  it  is  passed  for  first  reading;  then  passed  for  second  reading.  Amendments  can  be  made  at  the 
full  Board  meeting.  If  there  are  significant  amendments,  then  it  has  to  be  held  over  for  another  meeting  in 
order  to  give  appropriate  notice  and  to  give  the  public  an  opportunity  to  review  and  comment.  It  then  goes  to 
the  Mayor  for  signature  or  veto.  If  it  is  vetoed,  it  then  goes  back  to  the  Board  and  they  have  the  opportunity 
to  override  the  Mayor's  veto  with  eight  or  more  votes.  Finally  for  most  ordinances,  an  ordinance  has  to  sit 
for  another  30  days  before  it  becomes  effective.  During  that  period,  citizens  that  oppose  the  measure  have  the 
opportunity  to  gather  a  sufficient  amount  of  signatures  to  have  a  referendum  take  place.  If  they  get  enough 
signatures,  they  submit  them  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  and  then  to  the  Department  of  Elections.  The 
legislation  does  not  go  into  effect  until  it  is  placed  on  the  ballot  and  the  majority  of  voters  have  approved  it. 
There  are  other  kinds  of  ordinances  that  have  to  be  approved  by  the  voters;  e.g.,  anything  imposing  a  tax  and 
anything  amending  a  measure  that  has  already  been  directly  approved  and  adopted  by  the  voters  in  an 
election. 

Member  Marks  asked  if  there  are  laws  requiring  some  matters  to  be  put  to  a  vote  rather  than  implemented 
legislatively.  Mr.  Owen  explained  that  all  charter  amendments  have  to  be  adopted  by  the  voters.  Bond 
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measures  have  to  be  placed  on  the  ballot  and  anything  already  approved  by  the  voters  (example,  subsequent 
amendments  to  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  repeals).  Mr.  Owens  stated  that  sometimes  the  Supervisors  put 
something  on  the  ballot  because  they  can't  get  six  votes  to  get  it  through  the  Board  but  they  think  it  is 
important  enough  to  put  on  the  ballot,  or  if  they  think  the  issue  is  controversial  enough  that  it  should  go  to 
the  voters.  Member  Sherk  asked  whether  any  body  could  submit  an  Ordinance.  Mr.  Owen  stated  that  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  could  prepare  an  Ordinance  with  the  assistance  of  their  Deputy  City  Attorney  and 
then  send  it  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Board.  It  is  deemed  introduced  by  the  President  of  the  Board  the  following 
Tuesday  or  the  Council  could  find  a  sponsoring  Supervisor.  The  Supervisors  do  have  the  option  to  make 
amendments  once  it  is  received. 

Member  Cohen  asked  what  would  happen  if  the  Board  of  Supervisors  does  not  take  action  on  a  Resolution  to 
adopt  a  tree  for  landmark  status.  Mr.  Owen  explained  that  if  the  item  is  not  calendared  at  Committee,  at 
some  point  the  file  is  closed.  If  you  have  a  Resolution  that  is  lingering,  you  have  to  convince  a  sponsoring 
Supervisor  to  hear  it  at  Committee  or  call  it  out  of  Committee  and  have  it  heard  at  the  full  Board.  Chan 
Milne  stated  that  the  Council  had  received  advice  that  if  the  Board  of  Supervisors  created  a  Motion  instead  of 
a  Resolution  for  an  intent  to  nominate  a  landmark  tree,  it  would  be  quicker  for  the  Council  to  receive  and  act 
upon.  Mr.  Owen  stated  that  a  Resolution  is  required  by  a  provision  of  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance,  but  the 
provision  could  be  amended  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Member  Cohen  confirmed  that  a  Resolution  of  intent  to  nominate  a  landmark  tree  would  be  introduced  by  a 
Supervisor,  sent  to  Committee,  and  then  if  approved  by  the  full  Board  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council  to  take  action.  If  the  Council  approves  landmark  tree  status,  then  the  Resolution  is  sent 
back  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  final  action.  At  that  point,  the  Council  may  have  to  contact  a  Supervisor 
to  calendar  the  item  before  Committee  within  a  certain  number  of  days  so  that  it  does  not  get  tabled.  Mr. 
Owen  explained  that  the  decision  to  proceed  is  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  but  interested  parties  can  keep 
track  of  the  progress,  make  inquiry  of  the  Supervisors  about  the  status,  express  concern,  and  urge  action  or 
inaction.  Mr.  Owen  stated  that  a  request  to  have  an  item  calendared  could  also  be  done  by  written  request. 
Mr.  Owen  offered  Deputy  City  Attorney  Alicia  Cabrera  and  his  assistance  on  any  future  questions  that  the 
Council  may  have.  Mr.  Owen  was  thanked  for  presenting  on  this  topic. 

6.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations  relating  to 
research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Eng  discussed  the  need  for  better  coordination  and  sharing  of  information  between  City  staff  who  are 
serving  as  members  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  regarding  the  City's  budget  process,  which  will  be 
starting  in  January.  In  the  past,  Council  members  complained  they  could  not  influence  the  budget  so  it  could 
be  beneficial  for  Council  members  to  be  involved  earlier  in  the  process.  Ms.  Eng  invited  the  Council  to  work 
with  City  staff  and  Ms.  Hui  to  understand  the  budget  process.  The  Council  has  expressed  their  frustration 
about  the  lack  of  funding  for  the  Urban  Forest  program;  however,  the  City  is  spending  more  than  S20  million 
annually  on  trees,  and  the  Council  can  influence  funding  for  programs  that  they  are  interested  in.  Ms.  Hui's 
position  can  help  the  Council  coordinate  efforts  to  acquire  additional  funding  for  urban  forest  programs. 
Because  the  Council  is  analyzing  its  effectiveness  and  relevancy,  Ms.  Eng  also  suggested  that  the  Council 
hold  an  annual  retreat  in  a  less  formal  setting. 

7.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Planning  &  Funding  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  18,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  9,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Both  Committee  meetings  in  October  were  cancelled.  There  were  no  reports  made  at  this  time. 
Item  9  was  heard  before  Item  8. 
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8.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and  Discussion). 

Chair  Milne  announced  that  Supervisor  Ammiano  introduced  an  intent-to-nominate  four  trees,  but  does  not 
have  information  on  whether  they  had  been  assigned  to  Committee.  Chair  Milne  asked  if  Department  staff 
had  received  letters  regarding  the  trees  on  Valencia,  Folsom,  or  Cortland  Avenue  as  he  had  received 
information  that  correspondence  would  be  forthcoming.  Ms.  Fish  stated  that  she  had  not  received 
correspondence  to  date. 

Chair  Milne  discussed  the  success  providing  public  outreach  by  Member  Cohen,  whose  article  on  urban 
forest  issues  was  in  the  September  26  Chronicle,  "The  Dirt:  It's  tough  to  see  urban  forest  with  so  few  trees" 
http://www.sfgate.coiTT/cgi-biiT/articie.cgi?f^/c/a'2007/09/26/HO8iS9MSO.DTL.  It  was  announced  that  Supervisor  McGoldrick's 
office  would  be  scheduling  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  amendments  that  would  streamline  the  way 
nominations  are  sent  to  the  Council  and  back  to  the  Supervisors  in  a  more  expeditious  manner.  Additional 
announcements  on  this  topic  would  be  forthcoming. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  reported  that  a  California  Urban  Forest  Council  annual  gathering  would  be  held  the  first 
weekend  in  November  in  San  Francisco  at  the  Cathedral  Hill  Hotel.  A  welcome  mixer  is  scheduled  for  the 
evening  of  November  1  and  conferences  would  be  held  on  November  2  and  3. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

Member  Habert  reported  that  he  would  be  on  medical  leave  for  approximately  two  months  and  announced 
that  Mr.  Fred  Blackwell,  Director  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  be  appointing  Mr.  Tom  Evans,  who 
is  a  planner  and  landscape  architect,  as  his  substitute  for  that  time. 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the  landmark  tree  nomination  at  4124  23rd  Street  had  been  forwarded  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  was  introduced  and  referred  to  Committee,  but  the  Committee  did  not  yet  have  this  tree  on  their 
meeting  agenda.  Ms.  Fish  and  Chair  Milne  confirmed  that  at  this  point,  a  request  could  be  made  to  the 
Committee  Chair  to  place  the  item  on  the  Committee  agenda  for  hearing. 

Chair  Milne  stated  that  future  agenda  items  would  include  (1)  forwarding  the  Work  Plan  to  the  Planning 
Committee;  and  (2)  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  meeting  process  on  the  October  full  Council  agenda 
(discussion  on  how  the  Council  wants  to  engage  in  meetings,  entertain  proposals,  make  decisions  and  take 
actions). 

Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the  Council's 
jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  1 1 :35  a.m. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above,  or 
upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary  at  the  address  listed  below,  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at 

Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  

Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 
Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
Approved:  October  23,  2007 
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URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 
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Monica  Fish 
Urban  Forestry  Council  Secretary 

Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 

Order  of  Business 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  September  28,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council 
Regular  Meeting  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  September  28, 

2007  Regular  Meeting  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment_page. asp?id=69171). 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Process.  Discussion  on  how  the  Council  wants  to 
engage  in  meetings,  entertain  proposals,  make  decisions  and  take  actions 
(Discussion)  (Continued  from  the  September  28,  2007  Meeting)  (Explanatory 
Documents:  Consensus  Decision  Making  (HTML) 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consensus_decision-making;  Public  Policy  Consensus  & 
Mediation — State  of  Maine  Best  Practices  (HTML) 

http://www.maine.gov/consensus/ppcm_consensus_home.htm  and  On  Conflict  and  Consensus  (HTML) 

http://www.consensus.net/ocac2.html) 

SPONSOR:  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

4.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and 
programmatic  operations  relating  to  research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and 
other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

5.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

Planning  &  Funding  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  18,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  11  Grove 
Street. 

Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  October  9,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421. 

6.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council 
(Information  and  Discussion). 
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7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

8.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters 
that  are  within  the  Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are 
within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public 
comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may 
address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it 
is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may 
continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 


The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not 
appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as 
well.    In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Council  is  limited  to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the 
public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government 
Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair 
accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United 
Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #42 
Downtown  Loop,  and  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the 
Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to 
City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building 
at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for 
Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the 
preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a 
meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and 
minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the 
accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 
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In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies, 
environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at 
public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical 
based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at 
(415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 

(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct 
the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the 
people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on 
your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City 
Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone 
No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  atwww.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or 
administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF 
Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying 
activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics 
Commission  at:  30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone 
(415)  581-2300,  fax  (415)  581-2317;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Other  Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic 
devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the 
removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a 
cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment, 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by 
clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above,  or  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary 
at  the  above  address  or  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e-mail  at 
Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and 
try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copi< 
of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the  public. 
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1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:37  p.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne;  Vice-Chair  Quirke  (5:42  p.m.),  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Hillan 
(6:30),  Miller,  Nervo,  Sherk  (10:45),  and  Sustarich;  Excused:  Members  Boss  and  Habert;  Absent: 
Member  Marks. 

I.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  September  28,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting 

(Discussion  and  Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Cohen  and  second  by  Member  Nervo,  the 
September  28,  2007  meeting  minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Members  Boss, 
Habert,  Hillan,  Marks,  Quirke  and  Sherk)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the 
September  28,  2007  Regular  Meeting  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment_page.asp?id=69 171). 

\.  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Process.  Discussion  on  how  the  Council  wants  to  engage  in  meetings, 
entertain  proposals,  make  decisions  and  take  actions  (Discussion)  (Continued  from  the  September 
28,  2007  Meeting)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Consensus  Decision  Making  (HTML) 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consensus  decision-making;  Public  Policy  Consensus  &  Mediation — 
State  of  Maine  Best  Practices  (HTML) 

http://www.maine.gov/consensus/ppcm_consensus_home.htm  and  On  Conflict  and  Consensus 
(HTML)  http://www.consensus.net/ocac2.html) 


Vice-Chair  Quirke  proposed  that  Council  members  consider  that  meetings  be  conducted  with  a 
consensus  decision-making  process  instead  of  Roberts  Rules  of  Order  in  order  to  develop  proposals, 
take  action,  and  for  better  ways  to  relate  to  each  other.  (Explanatory  documents  above  can  be 
referenced  for  a  description  of  consensus  decision-making.)  It  was  explained  that  consensus  is 
proposal  oriented,  gives  everyone  an  opportunity  to  speak,  and  decisions  are  made  when  a  proposal 
is  enacted.  The  idea  is  that  discussion  relates  only  to  proposals  directly  related  to  the  agenda  item. 
The  facilitator  is  empowered  by  the  group  to  cut  off  any  discussion  that  does  not  directly  relate  to  the 
proposal.  You  can  propose  an  amendment,  but  you  are  discussing  the  proposal. 

Member  Short  asked  whether  the  Council's  Bylaws  require  that  Roberts  Rules  of  Order  be  used. 
Deputy  City  Attorney  Cabrera  advised  that  the  Council's  Bylaws  calls  for  Roberts  Rules  of  Order  to 
govern  the  meeting  process,  and  an  amendment  would  be  required  to  make  a  change.  Chair  Milne 
stated  that  the  Chair  could  make  sure  that  everyone  on  the  Council  has  an  opportunity  to  provide 
input  into  a  proposal  and  keep  the  discussion  on  track  towards  a  proposal  that  most  are  in  favor  of. 
If  somebody  has  a  point  about  a  proposal,  then  it  should  get  acknowledged.  It  was  suggested  that 
members  be  clear  when  presenting  their  proposals  and  amendments  and  to  either  articulate  or  w  rite 
something  down. 
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Member  Cohen  asked  for  an  explanation  on  how  the  Council's  reactions  to  issues  would  differ  if 
there  were  a  consensus  or  a  majority- voting  process.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  explained  that  when  Work 
Plan  items  for  2008  are  developed,  the  consensus  process  would  keep  members  focused  on 
proposals,  decision-making,  enactment,  and  follow-up  actions.  The  focus  would  be  changed  from 
being  reactive  to  proactive. 

Member  Sustarich  stated  that  he  would  have  to  research  more  about  the  process.  Member  Sherk 
stated  that  she  would  like  the  Council  to  become  more  proactive,  more  visible,  and  be  involved  in 
making  changes  in  the  City,  but  is  not  sure  that  it  has  to  be  Robert's  Rules  or  a  Consensus  process. 
Member  Sherk  felt  that  the  meeting  room  setup  for  full  Council  meetings  was  restrictive  in 
comparison  to  the  Committee  rooms,  where  there  is  open  communication.  Member  Blair  stated  that 
Roberts  Rules  allows  for  differences  in  opinion  and  still  allows  for  issues  to  move  forward.  Vice- 
Chair  Quirke  explained  that  with  the  consensus  process,  if  the  majority  of  members  do  not  agree 
with  the  proposal  or  if  it  is  a  tie,  you  start  with  a  new  proposal  or  ask  for  amendments. 

Member  Rodgers  stated  that  the  Council  has  proactively  accomplished  many  things.  Member  Miller 
recommended  taking  ideas  that  had  previously  been  presented  to  the  Council  and  really  work  toward 
making  changes  in  San  Francisco;  e.g.,  the  sidewalk  pocket  park  gardens.  Member  Rodgers 
explained  that  the  Council's  role  is  to  advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Mayor  who  have 
funding  for  capital  projects. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  recommended  that  Council  members  be  more  proposal-oriented  and  that  the 
Chair  be  the  strong-armed  facilitator  to  keep  members  on  track  toward  the  proposal  and  to  encourage 
everyone's  participation.  The  Council  Secretary  reported  that  Roberts  Rules  would  allow  Council 
members  to  focus  on  a  particular  proposal  by  making  a  motion  towards  a  proposal.  Members  should 
then  be  discussing  that  particular  motion  and  take  a  vote.  A  member  can  also  propose  an 
amendment  to  the  motion  or  a  new  motion  that  can  be  voted  on.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  a 
motion  doesn't  always  have  a  discussion  focused  around  adopting  it  or  not,  and  ends  up  becoming  a 
general  discussion.  Member  Griswold  stated  that  he  would  need  a  presentation  and  training  on 
Roberts  Rules  and  the  Consensus  process  in  order  to  better  understand  the  differences  and  make  a 
decision.  Member  Sherk  suggested  that  Council  members  spend  more  time  on  urban  forestry  issues 
rather  than  a  meeting  process. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Louis  Dillon  stated  that  what  separates  great  cities  from  poor  cities  is  the 
availability  of  green  areas  and  trees.  It  is  psychologically  damaging  to  live  in  cities  if  there  are  areas 
without  respite.  Mr.  Dillon  stated  that  the  Council  should  have  more  influence  in  the  City  and  spoke 
in  support  of  its  activities. 

4.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations 
relating  to  research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Mei  Ling  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Environmental  Assistant  reported  that  she  is  working  on 
urban  forestry  project  ideas.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  a  meeting  was  held  about  the  urban  forest  tree 
mapping  database  at  www.sftreemap.org  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  Bureau  of  Urban 
Forestry  and  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF)  are  working  on  with  Autodesk,  a  design  software 
company.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  interest  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council  taking  a  more  active  role  in  the  project.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that  a  discussion  has  been 
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held  with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  staff  about  having  a  tree  care  focus  on  Arbor  Day,  which 
could  be  a  larger  statement  citywide  that  more  effort  needs  to  be  put  on  tree-care.  It  was  stated  that 
the  Alemany  Farms  manager  has  40-50  trees  that  are  in  desperate  need  of  care  so  it  may  be  possible 
that  they  may  be  able  to  partner  in  the  effort.  Ms.  Hui  discussed  a  meeting  with  the  Friends  of  the 
Urban  Forest  volunteer  coordinator  about  the  holiday  program  and  initiating  a  landmark  tree  tour 
into  their  tree  tour  program. 

Ms.  Hui  reported  that  an  October  3  article  in  the  Chronicle  "The  Dirt,  Check  guidelines  before 

pruning   Street   trees  http://ww.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/a^ 

references  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  "Tree  Pruning  Standards  in  San  Francisco" 
brochure  that  the  Department  has  run  out  of  stock  on.  Ms.  Hui  stated  there  have  been  many 
requests  for  the  brochure  and  is  trying  to  locate  funding  for  reprinting.  It  was  stated  that  the  urban 
forest  brochure  is  being  reprinted  and  should  be  available  by  the  end  of  next  week. 

Ms.  Hui  discussed  the  Planning  &  Funding  Committee  meeting's  discussion  on  the  Environmental 
Assistant's  job  assignments.  It  was  reported  that  part  of  the  Urban  Forestry  program  is  being  funded 
by  the  Environmental  Justice  Program  ($41,000).  The  Urban  Forestry  program  is  running  at  a 
$55,000  deficit  right  now  and  is  looking  for  funding.  Council  members  were  asked  to  provide  their 
input  on  ways  to  meet  the  deficit.  It  was  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  office 
would  be  closed  for  construction  from  Wednesday,  October  24  at  5  p.m.  until  Monday,  October  29 
a.m. 

Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Planning  &  Funding  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  November  15,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

Planning  and  Funding  Committee  Chair  Short  reported  that  at  the  last  Planning  and 
Funding  Committee  meeting,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  gave  a  presentation  on 
the  budget  discussing  the  source  of  funding  and  how  it  is  allocated.  Committee  members 
were  surprised  to  hear  that  the  Environmental  Assistant  position  is  funded  partially  with 
Environmental  Justice  funds,  so  a  portion  of  the  assistant's  work  will  be  focused  on 
environmental  justice  issues  that  may  in  some  cases  relate  to  the  Council's  work.  The 
focus  on  the  next  meeting  would  be  to  develop  a  Work  Plan  for  2008  and  tasks  that  relate 
to  the  Work  Plan  for  the  Environmental  Assistant  position. 

Ms.  Hui  stated  that  an  effort  is  being  made  so  that  her  assignment  of  environmental 
justice  work  is  related  to  urban  forestry  goals.  Council  members  asked  for  a  presentation 
by  Ms.  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager,  on  how  environmental 
justice  work  relates  to  urban  forestry  work.  The  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  can 
make  recommendations  on  what  type  of  work  can  be  done  as  part  of  environmental 
justice  work,  and  how  goals  can  overlap. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  November  13,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  there  are  three  or  four  proposals  for  landmarking  trees  to  be 
voted  on  next  Tuesday  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  then  would  be  forwarded  to  the 
Landmark  Tree  Committee  for  their  November  13  meeting.  Chair  Milne  reported  that  the 
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nomination  for  landmark  status  of  the  Mary  Ellen  Pleasant  trees  on  Octavia  Street  would 
also  be  heard  at  the  November  Landmark  Tree  Committee  meeting. 

Member  Cohen  discussed  a  series  of  three  articles  in  the  Chronicle  that  discussed  what 
does  and  doesn't  work  with  the  landmark  tree  process  and  asked  if  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  had  expressed  an  opinion  on  the  articles. 

6.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and 
Discussion).  Chair  Milne  announced  that  the  next  Council  meeting  is  on  Friday,  December  14  at 
10:00  a.m.  Chair  Milne  requested  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  icon  on  the  Department 
of  the  Environment's  website  be  located  on  the  first  page  and  asked  Ms.  Hui  to  update  the  landmark 
tree  list  on  the  website.  Chair  Milne  recommended  that  a  presentation  be  given  at  the  next  meeting 
on  the  sidewalk  pocket  park  gardens  and  then  a  subsequent  meeting  to  analyze  the  success  of  the 
program.  Chair  Milne  reported  that  he  and  Vice-Chair  Quirke  are  working  on  setting  up  meetings 
with  Board  of  Supervisors  members  and  Mayor's  representatives  to  hear  about  progress  made  by  the 
Council  and  its  activities.  A  report  would  be  given  at  the  next  Council  meeting. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

Future  agenda  item  requests  included  (1)  a  presentation  on  the  sidewalk  pocket  gardens,  how  it  is 
succeeding,  where  it  is  going,  ways  to  influence  more  pocket  gardens  in  the  City  (LM),  and  the 
permit  process  (CB).  Member  Cohen  offered  to  present  on  this  topic  and  Member  Short  was  asked 
to  discuss  the  permitting  process;  (2)  presentation  on  City  and  citizen  initiatives  on  the  urban  forest; 
e.g.,  Greening  Guerrero,  sidewalk  basin  expansion  projects,  Living  Library,  Green  Schoolyards, 
Community  Challenge  grants  and  street  parks  (KQ  and  BS);  (3)  Better  Streets  Plan  presentation, 
how  that  program  works,  where  it  is  going,  what  the  intention  is  (TM);  (4)  budget  process  and 
measure  on  the  status  of  older  trees,  and  number  of  trees  we  currently  have  and  have  planted  (LM); 
(5)  presentation  on  the  City's  contract  last  year  to  plant  and  maintain  1500  trees  primarily  in  the 
Sunset  District  and  budget  item  this  year  to  plant  and  maintain  1450  trees  around  the  City  (KQ);  (6) 
Urban  Forestry  Council  discussion  on  making  policy  decisions  that  include  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  (LM). 

Member  Rodgers  stated  that  the  process  for  nominating  landmark  trees  is  slower  than  it  needs  to  be 
and  recommended  that  one  member  of  a  Board  or  Commission  be  allowed  to  nominate  a  tree  instead 
of  a  full  Commission.  Chair  Milne  reported  that  he  has  scheduled  a  meeting  with  Supervisor 
McGoldrick  and  would  give  a  future  report  on  their  proposals.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Cabrera 
advised  that  the  Council  can  suggest  amendments  to  legislation  through  the  Supervisor's  Office  as  it 
goes  through  the  process. 

Member  Sherk  asked  for  clarification  on  the  agenda  item  scheduling  process.  It  was  explained  that  a 
Council  member  could  schedule  an  agenda  item  by  contacting  the  Chair  for  approval  and  then 
submitting  a  scheduling  request  form  to  the  Council  Secretary.  The  Council  Secretary  reminded 
Council  members  to  submit  the  agenda  scheduling  request  form  a  week  before  the  meeting. 
Additional  future  agenda  items  were  discussed  throughout  the  meeting. 

8.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 
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Public  Comment:  Mr.  Louis  Dillon  spoke  in  support  of  the  Council's  ideas  for  future  agenda  items 
and  discussed  the  Southern  California  fires  and  deforestation.  Mr.  Dillon  stated  that  people  have 
overexploited  the  environment  and  Councils  such  as  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  can  start  to  refocus 
attention  to  long  term  sustainable  living  that  in  history  never  had  financial  backing.  Mr.  Dillon  stated 
that  historically,  San  Francisco  inhabitants  had  much  more  respect  than  the  current  inhabitants  for 
their  environment.  Native  American  Indians  would  selectively  cut  down  trees  and  would  not  allow 
other  tribes  to  cut  down  their  trees  without  permission.  Mr.  Dillon  noted  that  people  are  involved  in 
environmental  "ecocide,"  meaning  an  ecological  suicide  that  has  gone  unchecked.  It  was  stated  that 
societies  that  have  perished  in  the  history  of  the  world;  e.g.,  Easter  Island,  has  always  been  due  to 
neglect  of  the  environment. 

9.    Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  7: 1 0  p.m. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by  clicking  on  the  links 
by  each  agenda  item  above,  or  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary  at  the  address  listed  below, 
telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org.  

Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 
Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

Approved: 
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1  ?  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

.  / 1  Vo  7  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  PUBUC  LIBRARY 

>^>  o rove 4 

i.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  5:37  p.m. 
Present:  Chair  Milne;  Vice-Chair  Quirke  (5:42  p.m.),  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Griswold,  Hillan 
(6:30),  Miller,  Nervo,  Sherk  (10:45),  and  Sustarich;  Excused:  Members  Boss  and  Habert;  Absent: 
Member  Marks. 


2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  September  28,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting 

(Discussion  and  Action).  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Cohen  and  second  by  Member  Nervo,  the 
September  28,  2007  meeting  minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Members  Boss, 
Habert,  Hillan,  Marks,  Quirke  and  Sherk)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes  of  the 
September  28,  2007  Regular  Meeting  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment_page.asp?id=69171). 

3.  Urban  Forestry  Council's  Process.  Discussion  on  how  the  Council  wants  to  engage  in  meetings, 
entertain  proposals,  make  decisions  and  take  actions  (Discussion)  (Continued  from  the  September 
28,  2007  Meeting)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Consensus  Decision  Making  (HTML) 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consensus_decision-making;  Public  Policy  Consensus  &  Mediation — 
State  of  Maine  Best  Practices  (HTML) 

http://www.maine.gov/consensus/ppcm_consensus_home.htm  and  On  Conflict  and  Consensus 
(HTML)  http://www.consensus.net/ocac2.html) 

SPONSOR:  Vice-Chair  Kelly  Quirke 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  proposed  that  Council  members  consider  that  meetings  be  conducted  with  a 
consensus  decision-making  process  instead  of  Roberts  Rules  of  Order  in  order  to  develop  proposals, 
take  action,  and  for  better  ways  to  relate  to  each  other.  (Explanatory  documents  above  can  be 
referenced  for  a  description  of  consensus  decision-making.)  It  was  explained  that  consensus  is 
proposal  oriented,  gives  everyone  an  opportunity  to  speak,  and  decisions  are  made  when  a  proposal 
is  enacted.  The  idea  is  that  discussion  relates  only  to  proposals  directly  related  to  the  agenda  item. 
The  facilitator  is  empowered  by  the  group  to  cut  off  any  discussion  that  does  not  directly  relate  to  the 
proposal.  You  can  propose  an  amendment,  but  you  are  discussing  the  proposal. 

Member  Short  asked  whether  the  Council's  Bylaws  require  that  Roberts  Rules  of  Order  be  used. 
Deputy  City  Attorney  Cabrera  advised  that  the  Council's  Bylaws  calls  for  Roberts  Rules  of  Order  to 
govern  the  meeting  process,  and  an  amendment  would  be  required  to  make  a  change.  Chair  Milne 
stated  that  the  Chair  could  make  sure  that  everyone  on  the  Council  has  an  opportunity  to  provide 
input  into  a  proposal  and  keep  the  discussion  on  track  towards  a  proposal  that  most  are  in  favor  of. 
If  somebody  has  a  point  about  a  proposal,  then  it  should  get  acknowledged.  It  was  suggested  that 
members  be  clear  when  presenting  their  proposals  and  amendments  and  to  either  articulate  or  write 
something  down. 
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Member  Cohen  asked  for  an  explanation  on  how  the  Council's  reactions  to  issues  would  differ  if 
there  were  a  consensus  or  a  majority- voting  process.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  explained  that  when  Work 
Plan  items  for  2008  are  developed,  the  consensus  process  would  keep  members  focused  on 
proposals,  decision-making,  enactment,  and  follow-up  actions.  The  focus  would  be  changed  from 
being  reactive  to  proactive. 

Member  Sustarich  stated  that  he  would  have  to  research  more  about  the  process.  Member  Sherk 
stated  that  she  would  like  the  Council  to  become  more  proactive,  more  visible,  and  be  involved  in 
making  changes  in  the  City,  but  is  not  sure  that  it  has  to  be  Robert's  Rules  or  a  Consensus  process. 
Member  Sherk  felt  that  the  meeting  room  setup  for  full  Council  meetings  was  restrictive  in 
comparison  to  the  Committee  rooms,  where  there  is  open  communication.  Member  Blair  stated  that 
Roberts  Rules  allows  for  differences  in  opinion  and  still  allows  for  issues  to  move  forward.  Vice- 
Chair  Quirke  explained  that  with  the  consensus  process,  if  the  majority  of  members  do  not  agree 
with  the  proposal  or  if  it  is  a  tie,  you  start  with  a  new  proposal  or  ask  for  amendments. 

Member  Rodgers  stated  that  the  Council  has  proactively  accomplished  many  things.  Member  Miller 
recommended  taking  ideas  that  had  previously  been  presented  to  the  Council  and  really  work  toward 
making  changes  in  San  Francisco;  e.g.,  the  sidewalk  pocket  park  gardens.  Member  Rodgers 
explained  that  the  Council's  role  is  to  advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Mayor  who  have 
funding  for  capital  projects. 

Vice-Chair  Quirke  recommended  that  Council  members  be  more  proposal-oriented  and  that  the 
Chair  be  the  strong-armed  facilitator  to  keep  members  on  track  toward  the  proposal  and  to  encourage 
everyone's  participation.  The  Council  Secretary  reported  that  Roberts  Rules  would  allow  Council 
members  to  focus  on  a  particular  proposal  by  making  a  motion  towards  a  proposal.  Members  should 
then  be  discussing  that  particular  motion  and  take  a  vote.  A  member  can  also  propose  an 
amendment  to  the  motion  or  a  new  motion  that  can  be  voted  on.  Vice-Chair  Quirke  stated  that  a 
motion  doesn't  always  have  a  discussion  focused  around  adopting  it  or  not,  and  ends  up  becoming  a 
general  discussion.  Member  Griswold  stated  that  he  would  need  a  presentation  and  training  on 
Roberts  Rules  and  the  Consensus  process  in  order  to  better  understand  the  differences  and  make  a 
decision.  Member  Sherk  suggested  that  Council  members  spend  more  time  on  urban  forestry  issues 
rather  than  a  meeting  process. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Louis  Dillon  stated  that  what  separates  great  cities  from  poor  cities  is  the 
availability  of  green  areas  and  trees.  It  is  psychologically  damaging  to  live  in  cities  if  there  are  areas 
without  respite.  Mr.  Dillon  stated  that  the  Council  should  have  more  influence  in  the  City  and  spoke 
in  support  of  its  activities. 

4.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations 
relating  to  research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Mei  Ling  Hui,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Environmental  Assistant  reported  that  she  is  working  on 
urban  forestry  project  ideas.  Ms.  Hui  stated  that  a  meeting  was  held  about  the  urban  forest  tree 
mapping  database  at  www.sftreemap.org  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  Bureau  of  Urban 
Forestry  and  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF)  are  working  on  with  Autodesk,  a  design  software 
company.  It  was  stated  that  there  is  interest  in  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council  taking  a  more  active  role  in  the  project.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that  a  discussion  has  been 
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held  with  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  staff  about  having  a  tree  care  focus  on  Arbor  Day,  which 
could  be  a  larger  statement  citywide  that  more  effort  needs  to  be  put  on  tree-care.  It  was  stated  that 
the  Alemany  Farms  manager  has  40-50  trees  that  are  in  desperate  need  of  care  so  it  may  be  possible 
that  they  may  be  able  to  partner  in  the  effort.  Ms.  Hui  discussed  a  meeting  with  the  Friends  of  the 
Urban  Forest  volunteer  coordinator  about  the  holiday  program  and  initiating  a  landmark  tree  tour 
into  their  tree  tour  program. 

Ms.  Hui  reported  that  an  October  3  article  in  the  Chronicle  "The  Dirt,  Check  guidelines  before 

pruning   Street   trees  http://ww.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/artM 

references  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  "Tree  Pruning  Standards  in  San  Francisco" 
brochure  that  the  Department  has  run  out  of  stock  on.  Ms.  Hui  stated  there  have  been  many 
requests  for  the  brochure  and  is  trying  to  locate  funding  for  reprinting.  It  was  stated  that  the  urban 
forest  brochure  is  being  reprinted  and  should  be  available  by  the  end  of  next  week. 

Ms.  Hui  discussed  the  Planning  &  Funding  Committee  meeting's  discussion  on  the  Environmental 
Assistant's  job  assignments.  It  was  reported  that  part  of  the  Urban  Forestry  program  is  being  funded 
by  the  Environmental  Justice  Program  ($41,000).  The  Urban  Forestry  program  is  running  at  a 
$55,000  deficit  right  now  and  is  looking  for  funding.  Council  members  were  asked  to  provide  their 
input  on  ways  to  meet  the  deficit.  It  was  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  office 
would  be  closed  for  construction  from  Wednesday,  October  24  at  5  p.m.  until  Monday,  October  29 
a.m. 

5.    Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Planning  &  Funding  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  November  15,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

Planning  and  Funding  Committee  Chair  Short  reported  that  at  the  last  Planning  and 
Funding  Committee  meeting,  the  Department  of  the  Environment  gave  a  presentation  on 
the  budget  discussing  the  source  of  funding  and  how  it  is  allocated.  Committee  members 
were  surprised  to  hear  that  the  Environmental  Assistant  position  is  funded  partially  with 
Environmental  Justice  funds,  so  a  portion  of  the  assistant's  work  will  be  focused  on 
environmental  justice  issues  that  may  in  some  cases  relate  to  the  Council's  work.  The 
focus  on  the  next  meeting  would  be  to  develop  a  Work  Plan  for  2008  and  tasks  that  relate 
to  the  Work  Plan  for  the  Environmental  Assistant  position. 

Ms.  Hui  stated  that  an  effort  is  being  made  so  that  her  assignment  of  environmental 
justice  work  is  related  to  urban  forestry  goals.  Council  members  asked  for  a  presentation 
by  Ms.  Anne  Eng,  Environmental  Justice  Program  Manager,  on  how  environmental 
justice  work  relates  to  urban  forestry  work.  The  Planning  and  Funding  Committee  can 
make  recommendations  on  what  type  of  work  can  be  done  as  part  of  environmental 
justice  work,  and  how  goals  can  overlap. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  November  13,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  there  are  three  or  four  proposals  for  landmarking  trees  to  be 
voted  on  next  Tuesday  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  then  would  be  forwarded  to  the 
Landmark  Tree  Committee  for  their  November  1 3  meeting.  Chair  Milne  reported  that  the 
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nomination  for  landmark  status  of  the  Mary  Ellen  Pleasant  trees  on  Octavia  Street  would 
also  be  heard  at  the  November  Landmark  Tree  Committee  meeting. 

Member  Cohen  discussed  a  series  of  three  articles  in  the  Chronicle  that  discussed  what 
does  and  doesn't  work  with  the  landmark  tree  process  and  asked  if  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  had  expressed  an  opinion  on  the  articles. 

6.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and 
Discussion).  Chair  Milne  announced  that  the  next  Council  meeting  is  on  Friday,  December  14  at 
10:00  a.m.  Chair  Milne  requested  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  icon  on  the  Department 
of  the  Environment's  website  be  located  on  the  first  page  and  asked  Ms.  Hui  to  update  the  landmark 
tree  list  on  the  website.  Chair  Milne  recommended  that  a  presentation  be  given  at  the  next  meeting 
on  the  sidewalk  pocket  park  gardens  and  then  a  subsequent  meeting  to  analyze  the  success  of  the 
program.  Chair  Milne  reported  that  he  and  Vice-Chair  Quirke  are  working  on  setting  up  meetings 
with  Board  of  Supervisors  members  and  Mayor's  representatives  to  hear  about  progress  made  by  the 
Council  and  its  activities.  A  report  would  be  given  at  the  next  Council  meeting. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

Future  agenda  item  requests  included  (1)  a  presentation  on  the  sidewalk  pocket  gardens,  how  it  is 
succeeding,  where  it  is  going,  ways  to  influence  more  pocket  gardens  in  the  City  (LM),  and  the 
permit  process  (CB).  Member  Cohen  offered  to  present  on  this  topic  and  Member  Short  was  asked 
to  discuss  the  permitting  process;  (2)  presentation  on  City  and  citizen  initiatives  on  the  urban  forest; 
e.g.,  Greening  Guerrero,  sidewalk  basin  expansion  projects,  Living  Library,  Green  Schoolyards, 
Community  Challenge  grants  and  street  parks  (KQ  and  BS);  (3)  Better  Streets  Plan  presentation, 
how  that  program  works,  where  it  is  going,  what  the  intention  is  (TM);  (4)  budget  process  and 
measure  on  the  status  of  older  trees,  and  number  of  trees  we  currently  have  and  have  planted  (LM); 
(5)  presentation  on  the  City's  contract  last  year  to  plant  and  maintain  1500  trees  primarily  in  the 
Sunset  District  and  budget  item  this  year  to  plant  and  maintain  1450  trees  around  the  City  (KQ);  (6) 
Urban  Forestry  Council  discussion  on  making  policy  decisions  that  include  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  (LM). 

Member  Rodgers  stated  that  the  process  for  nominating  landmark  trees  is  slower  than  it  needs  to  be 
and  recommended  that  one  member  of  a  Board  or  Commission  be  allowed  to  nominate  a  tree  instead 
of  a  full  Commission.  Chair  Milne  reported  that  he  has  scheduled  a  meeting  with  Supervisor 
McGoldrick  and  would  give  a  future  report  on  their  proposals.  Deputy  City  Attorney  Cabrera 
advised  that  the  Council  can  suggest  amendments  to  legislation  through  the  Supervisor's  Office  as  it 
goes  through  the  process. 

Member  Sherk  asked  for  clarification  on  the  agenda  item  scheduling  process.  It  was  explained  that  a 
Council  member  could  schedule  an  agenda  item  by  contacting  the  Chair  for  approval  and  then 
submitting  a  scheduling  request  form  to  the  Council  Secretary.  The  Council  Secretary  reminded 
Council  members  to  submit  the  agenda  scheduling  request  form  a  week  before  the  meeting. 
Additional  future  agenda  items  were  discussed  throughout  the  meeting. 

8.  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 
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Public  Comment:  Mr.  Louis  Dillon  spoke  in  support  of  the  Council's  ideas  for  future  agenda  items 
and  discussed  the  Southern  California  fires  and  deforestation.  Mr.  Dillon  stated  that  people  have 
overexploited  the  environment  and  Councils  such  as  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  can  start  to  refocus 
attention  to  long  term  sustainable  living  that  in  history  never  had  financial  backing.  Mr.  Dillon  stated 
that  historically,  San  Francisco  inhabitants  had  much  more  respect  than  the  current  inhabitants  for 
their  environment.  Native  American  Indians  would  selectively  cut  down  trees  and  would  not  allow 
other  tribes  to  cut  down  their  trees  without  permission.  Mr.  Dillon  noted  that  people  are  involved  in 
environmental  "ecocide,"  meaning  an  ecological  suicide  that  has  gone  unchecked.  It  was  stated  that 
societies  that  have  perished  in  the  history  of  the  world;  e.g.,  Easter  Island,  has  always  been  due  to 
neglect  of  the  environment. 

9.    Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  7: 1 0  p.m. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by  clicking  on  the  links 
by  each  agenda  item  above,  or  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary  at  the  address  listed  below, 
telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org.  

Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 
Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

Approved:  December  14,  2007 
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Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Council  takes  action  on  any  item. 

Order  of  Business 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  October  23,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting 

(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Minutes  of  the  October  23,  2007  Regular  Meeting  (Word) 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?td=70637)  (Discussion  and  Action). 

3.  Better  Streets  Program  as  it  relates  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

Sponsor:  Chair  Terry  Milne 
Speaker:  Adam  Varat,  Planner,  City  Planning  Department 

4.  Landmark  Tree  Nominations.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  hear  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  recommendations  for  trees  nominated  for  landmark  tree  status  at  the  following  addresses: 
(Discussion  and  Action)  (Explanatory  Document:  Landmark  Tree  Committee  Written  Findings 

(PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviror^ 

Two  Flowering  Ash  trees  (Fraxinus  ornus)  located  at  500  Cortland  Street  in  front  of  the  Bernal 
Heights  Library  (Assessor's  Block  5707,  Lot  027).  (Explanatory  Document:  Board  of  Supervisors 

Resolution  of  intent  to  nominate  (PDF)  http://www■sfgov■org/site/uploadedflles^ds^pvrs/resolutions07/r0613-07.pdf  and 

Nomination  Packet  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviromnen 

Moreton  Bay  Fig  tree  (Ficus  macrophylla)  located  at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street  (Assessor's 
Block  6575,  Lot  002).  (Explanatory  Document:  Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  of  intent  to 
nominate  http://www.sfgov.org/site/upioadedfiies/bdsupvrs/resoiutions07/r06 1 2-07.pdf  and  Nomination  Packet  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviromnent/meetw 

Blue  Elderberry  Tree  (Sambucus  Mexicana)  located  at  Folsom  Street  and  Bernal  Heights 
Boulevard  in  the  Bernal  Heights  Natural  Area  (Assessor's  Block  5548,  Lot  002).  (Explanatory 
Document:  Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  of  intent  to  nominate  (PDF) 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfi^dsupvrs/resolutions07/r061  l-07.pdf.  Nomination  Packet  (PDF) 

http://webl.  sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvirorunent/meetings/ufc/supporting/2007/BernalHei  ghtsBlvdNaturalAieaNominationPacket.pdf 

,  Support  Ltrs. 

http://vvebl  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironinent/meetings/ufc/suppoiting/2007/CNPSYerbaBuenaChaptersupportletter.doc  and 
http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironinentymeetings/ufc/supporting/2007/BlueElderberrvSuppoitEmails.doc 

Explanatory  Documents  for  trees  listed  above:  Tree  Evaluation  Forms,  pictures,  neighborhood 
support  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvirorunent/meetings/ufc_landmarktree/supporting/2007/EvaluationFonnsPicturese 
ee.pdf. 

Black  Acacia  Tree  (Acacia  melanoxylon)  located  at  1245  Masonic  Avenue  (Assessor's  Block 
1244,  Lot  005)  (Explanatory  Document:  Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  of  intent  to  nominate 
(PDF)  http://www.sfqov.orQ/site/upioadedfiies/bdsupvrs/resolutions07/r0644-07.pdf.  Public  Correspondence  Received 
(PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc  landmarktree/supportinq/2007/PublicCorresponderice.pdf 
http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc  landmarktree/supportinq/2007/1245MasonicPublicOpposit 

ion.pdf  and  Evaluation  Form  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc  landmarktree/supportinq/2007/EvalForrriCBIair.pdf) 


At  the  conclusion. of  the  discussion,  the  Council  will  vote  on  whether  to  approve,  reject,  or  not  take 
action  on  the  nominations  and  shall  adopt  written  findings  to  support  its  decision  (if  required)  to 
forward  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

5.  Landmark  Tree  Initiation  of  the  Mature  blue  gum  (Eucalyptus  globulus)  trees  located  at  1661 
Octavia  Street  (Discussion  and  Action).  The  Council  will  consider  the  Landmark  Tree  Committee's 
recommendation  to  direct  staff  to  write  a  letter  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  indicating  that  the 
referenced  trees  were  approved  for  landmark  tree  status  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  in  1996 
(Explanatory  Document:  Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  of  intent  to  nominate  (PDF) 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/iesolutions07/i-Q552-07.pdf. 

6.  Utility  Undergrounding  and  Street  Trees  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 

SPEAKER:  Doug  Wildman,  Program  Director,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest 

7.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations 
relating  to  research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion) 

8.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Planning  &  Funding  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  December  20,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  January  14,  2008  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 

9.  Chair's  Announcements:  Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and  Discussion). 

10.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

1 1 .  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

12.  Adjournment 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter 
jurisdiction  of  the  Council  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized 
item.  Each  member  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by 
the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue 
Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Council  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted 
agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an 
agendized  item,  the  Council  is  limited  to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meetings  will  be  held  in  Room  400  or  416,  City  Hall,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place. 
San  Francisco,  CA.  The  Council  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is 
the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location 


are:  #42  Downtown  Loop,  and  #71  Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations 
at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142. 
There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for 
which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language 
interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the 
agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation. 
Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be 
sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with 
chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415) 
554-6799  (TTY)  for  additional  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards, 
councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures 
that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For 
more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the 
Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr. 
Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554- 
7854;  E-mail:  sotf(o),sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be 
required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to 
register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics 
Commission  at:  30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  581-2300,  fax  (415) 
581-2317;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Other  Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this 
meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item 
above,  or  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary  at  the  above  address  or  telephone  number  415-355-3709  or  via  e- 
mail  at  Monica.Fish(fl)Sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 

When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer 
recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  both  the  Commission  and  the 
public. 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Report  of  Findings  for  each  of  the  (2)  Flowering  Ash  Trees  at  500 
Cortland  Ave 


The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  met  on  Tuesday  Nov  13, 
2007  and  considered  the  nomination  for  Landmark  Status  of  two  Flowering  Ash 
{Fraxinus  ornus)  trees  at  500  Cortland  Ave.. 

The  committee  did  not  take  a  position  on  these  trees.  The  vote  was  2  in  favor  (Boss 
and  Griswold)  and  2  opposed  (Blair  and  Sustarich).  There  was  no  public  testimony. 

The  committee  members  voting  for  recommendation  for  landmark  status,  found  that  the 
tree  met  standards  that  would  merit  Landmark  Tree  Status.  These  standards  included: 

•  The  tree  is  exceedingly  rare  in  San  Francisco 

•  The  tree  had  historical  significance  to  the  building  it  was  planted  in  front  of, 
flagging  the  entrance  to  the  Bernal  Heights  Library 

•  The  tree  helped  define  the  neighborhood  character  as  part  of  a  significant  row  of 
deciduous  trees  on  Cortland  Ave,  in  keeping  with  the  street  tree  planting  plan  on 
Cortland  Ave. 

•  The  trees  have  been  noted  in  a  publication  (The  Trees  of  San  Francisco,  by  Mike 
Sullivan) 

•  The  tree  are  highly  visible  in  a  high  traffic  area  and  are  accessible  from  the 
sidewalk 

The  committee  members  voting  against  recommendation  for  landmark  status  found  that 
the  trees  did  not  meet  the  standards  that  would  merit  Landmark  Status.  Their  evaluation 
of  standards  included: 

Uncertainty  of  the  tree's  status  as  being  rare 
The  tree  was  not  of  significant  size 
The  tree  was  not  in  great  condition 


Respectfully  submitted, 
Mike  Boss 

Chair,  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 
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Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  UFC  has  developed  these  criteria  for 
evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco.  When  evaluating  or  considering  potential  landmark  trees, 
please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within  its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC  land  may  not  have  the 
same  community  importance  that  a  street  or  park  tree  would.  Use  comment  sections,  as  appropriate,  to  explain 
or  support  evaluation.  Attach  sheets  if  more  space  is  needed. 

Evaluator's  name:  Mei  Ling  Hui 
Date  of  evaluation:  11/8/07 
Scientific  name:  Fraxinus  ornus 
Common  name:  Flowering  Ash 
Street  address:  500  Cortland 
Cross  streets:  Moultrie  and  Andover 


The  trees  are  in  the  approximate  same  condition.  As  such  I  am  filling  out  one  form  for  both 
trees.  Facing  the  building  from  the  street  I  named  the  tree  on  the  left  as  tree  1  and  the  tree  on  the  right 
as  tree  2. 


Rare:    s/  Rare   Uncommon   Common   Other 

Comment:  I  don't. know. 

Size:    j/jLarge   Medium   Small 

Comment:  There  are  approx  30'  tall,  30'  wide  and  have  a  2'  caliper  to  the  trunk  at  breast  height. 


Age:     v    Significantly  advanced  Not  significantly  advanced 

Comment:  These  trees  aren't  the  maximum  size  these  trees  can  reach.  However,  trees  are  often  stunted 
in  the  sidewalk  and  so  these  trees  are  likely  at  their  maximum  size.  I.e.,  they  are  likely  mature  trees. 

Historical  Association:  v/^Yes   None  apparent 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  Trees  are  in  front  of  Bernal  Height  Public  Library,  which  is  the 
former  sight  of  Bernal  Grammar  School,  the  first  school  in  Bernal  Heights.  School  was  in  use  until 
1930.  The  library  was  built  between  1939  and  1940  as  part  of  a  WPA  project,  which  in  turn  was  part 
of  the  New  Deal.  Fredrick  Meyer,  a  native  San  Franciscan  was  the  architect  for  the  project. 

Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes         J^None  apparent 

'  Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  None  Apparent 


// 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 


Neighborhood  appreciation:   Yes  V  None  apparent 

Describe:  None  apparent. 

Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:       tv/  Yes   No 

Describe  contribution:  Part  of  a  tree  lined  street  on  a  blpck  with  several  trees  of  approx  equal  size. 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:         v  Yes   Unknown 

Describe  coverage:  Noted  on  Mike  Sullivan's  website,  http://www.sftrees.com/citvwide.htm  as  a 
"Landmark  Tree" 


High  traffic  area:         \  /  Yes   No 


Describe:  Absolutely.  The  trees  are  on  Cortland  Ave,  in  the  heart  of  the  busy  Bernal  Heights 
commercial  area.  They  are  in  front  of  a  well-used  public  library.  They  are  street  trees  with  their  trunk 
growing  within  T  of  the  street.     .  / 

Low  tree  density:   Low  \f  Moderate   High 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Describe:  Moderate  overall,  though  higher  than  many  street  in  San  Francisco. 


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes  y  No 

Describe:  They  are  sidewalk/street  trees  and  so  are  public  and  shared  trees.  However  they  do  not 
extend  beyond  the  property  line. 

Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:         Yes   No 

Describe:  Yes.  They  are  right  next  to  the  street  in  front  of  a  public  building. 

Important  wildlife  habitat:   Yes   No 

Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential).  Describe  and  be  as  specific  as  possible. 
I  don't  know. 

Interdependent  group  of  trees:   Yes 

Describe:  Does  not  apply 

Erosion  control:   Yes 

Describe:  No. 

Wind  or  sound  barrier:   Yes 

Describe:  No. 

Prominent  landscape  feature:   Yes   No 

Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  Unfortunately  the  trees  were  dormant  when  I  visited  them,  and  as 
such  I  can  not  tell  how  prominent  a  landscape  feature  they  can  be. 


3 


Describe:  Not  particularly  as  far  as  I  can  tell,  though  the  library  is  set  back  from  the  sidewalk  which 
does  allow  for  a  more  natural  growth  pattern  then  would  be  possible  in  much  of  the  city. 


Describe:  They  appear  to  be  in  overall  good  condition.  They  both  have  nice  placement  and  distribution 
of  branches  and  an  open  form.  Roots  are  beginning  to  interact  with  the  sidewalk  and  the  root  crowns 
are  constricted  by  bricks  laid  around  the  edge  of  the  basins. 

Tree  1  has  been  truck  pruned  and  requires  some  care. 

Tree  2  has  some  bark  damage  that  it  is  recovering  from.  It  may  require  some  light  pruning  to  bring  it 
into  compliance  with  clearance  laws. 

Additional  comments 


Tree  condition: 


Poor 


Hazard 


13 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  UFC  has  developed  these  criteria  for 
evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco.  When  evaluating  or  considering  potential  landmark  trees, 
please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within  its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC  land  may  not  have  the 
same  community  importance  that  a  street  or  park  tree  would.  Use  comment  sections,  as  appropriate,  to  explain 
or  support  evaluation.  Attach  sheets  if  more  space  is  needed. 


Evaluator's  name:  /^^ r|^S> lA^o^r \  cL 

Date  of  evaluation:        ^ Q~~J   ,  \  I 

Scientific  name:      IpV  *x_y  yy\ \a£  Q  T~  *M\5        ?L.      VW     \.\y  V  A^g_L       £  -^S  S 


Common  name:       F(  quup  y\/\  <^  A* 


Street  address:  SoA  C^Q^l  o^wA  ;  iLjajSc^fc  of  fegjr^^  ^Q^b)^ 
Cross  streets:      Ly  Uf-oJr^  

Rare:         Rare  •    Uncommon  Common  Other 


Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Comment:   f\T  o\   cX  Z^X   0tk  VyqvO        tur^y  jjtjC  <^g-<S  (Xre^ 

Vf\    S^tn        ^A-tLvS CO  


Size:   Large        |/  Medium  Small 

Notable  size  (height,  diameter,  canopy  width)  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Comment:   /^i&uc^'t  <T<L,g^     H-Q-SO^  "f^U  ^GT  IvI 


l/Not  sienii 


Age:   Significantly  advanced       1^  Not  significantly  advanced 

Significantly  advanced  age  for  this  species  (known  or  estimated).  . 
Comment:    f\      jrg  O  ta 

Historical  Association:   Yes  Is  None  apparent 

Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 


Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes  v_  None  apparent 

Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Neighborhood  appreciation:  Yes   None  apparent 

Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or 
related  to  tree,  etc.  Attach  documentation: 

Describe:  


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:  Yes   No 

Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic.  i  f         i  i 

Describe  contribution:    \ y ft,m g^-S     ^A\A  Y~ C^"\  <D     \\\ci*T  G^ST^  , 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   Yes  /^Unknown 

Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  and/or  video  media  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate. 
Describe  coverage:  


High  traffic  area:        ]S  Yes  No 


High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 
Describe: 


Low  tree  density:   Low  ^Moderate   High 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 
Describe: 


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes  Is  No 

High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Describe:  r-gajT^T  "\f  \  r>      y  CTvaA     a\  \\\nvCK^' 


IS 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 


Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:     V  Yes   \No 

High  visibility.  j 

Describe:  S^S  €^A     \  f  <g^€^  


Important  wildlife  habitat:   Yes 


Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential).  Describe  and  be  as  specific  as  possible. 


Interdependent  group  of  trees:  r  Yes   No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 
Describe:     Syde^^ or  e^"j  rr  e_<;     q  ✓v    ^vAU^T    S  \   


Erosion  control:   Yes  J>^jSfo 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion. 
Describe: 


Wind  or  sound  barrier: 


Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise. 
Describe:  • 


Prominent  landscape  feature: 


A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 
Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  


Character-defining  form:   Yes 


Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 
Describe:  


lb 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 

Tree  condition:  l^Good   Poor   Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 

Describe:  CVq.uJ^ 


Additional  comments        i        (  I 

Some,  Ae-c.fxy  ^"V^rlM^jL-^-  


if 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


FILE  NO.  071477 


RESOLUTION  NO.    (#  (  3  -0  "] 


[Landmark  Designation  Nomination  for  two  trees  located  at  500  Cortland  Street  in  front  of 
Bernal  Heights  Library] 

Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  two  Flowering  Ash  trees  (Fraxinus 
ornus)  located  at  500  Cortland  Street,  in  front  of  Bernal  Heights  Library  (Assessor's 
Bock  5707,  Lot  027)  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section 
810(b),  acknowledging  temporary  designation  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Section 
810(d),  and  authorizing  other  official  acts  in  furtherance  of  the  Resolution. 

WHEREAS,  Trees  provide  numerous  environmental  and  social  benefits  such  as 
reducing  stormwater  runoff,  reducing  energy  use,  reducing  air  pollution,  improving  air  quality, 
increasing  property  values  and  providing  wildlife  habitat;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  Ordinance  Number  17-06,  an 
amendment  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  landmark  trees,  significant  trees,  and 
penalties  for  violation  in  support  of  a  landmark  tree  program,  and  a  copy  of  said  Ordinance  is 
on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  file  number  051458  which  is  incorporated 
herein  by  reference;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  landmark 
tree  designation  criteria,  forms  and  procedures  in  Resolution  Enacted  Number  440-06.  A 
copy  of  said  Resolution  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  File  Number 
060487  which  is  incorporated  herein  by  reference  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  File  No.  071477,  which  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  part  of  this  resolution  as  if 
set  forth  fully  herein;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  two  Flowering  Ash  trees  {Fraxinus  Ornus)  in  front  of  Bernal  Heights 
Library,  pictures  of  which  are  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File  Number 
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371 477,  are  a  native  European  species  rare  in  San  Francisco,  are  large  for  the  species,  and 
contribute  to  the  aesthetic  of  Bernal  Heights  Library,  which  has  been  part  of  community  since 
1936  and  at  its  present  location  since  1940:  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Board,  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  hereby 
adopts  this  resolution  of  intent  to  initiate  landmark  tree  designation  for  the  two  Flowering  Ash 
trees  located  at  500  Cortland  Street  in  front  of  Bernal  Heights  Library  (Assessor's  Block  5705, 
Lot  027)  and  acknowledges  the  temporary  designation  of  such  tree  for  landmark  status 
pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(d);  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Board  directs  the  Clerk  to  forward  this  Resolution 
and  accompanying  documents  contained  in  the  file  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  begin  the 
landmark  tree  designation  process  for  the  subject  trees;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Board  urges  the  Director  of  Public  Works  to 
immediately  notify  the  affected  department  of  the  pending  nomination  and  inform  said 
department  of  special  approval  requirement  for  removal  of  landmark  trees  under  Public 
Works  Code  810(f)  if  such  notification  has  not  yet  occurred. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Tails 


City  Hall 
1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4689 


Resolution 


File  Number: 


071477 


Date  Passed: 


Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  two  Flowering  Ash  trees  (Fraxinus  ornus)  located  at 
500  Cortland  Street,  in  front  of  Bernal  Heights  Library  (Assessor's  Bock  5707,  Lot  027)  for  landmark 
tree  status  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  acknowledging  temporary  designation 
pursuant  to  Public  Works  Section  810(d),  and  authorizing  other  official  acts  in  furtherance  of  the 
Resolution. 


October  30,  2007  Board  of  Supervisors  —  ADOPTED 

Ayes:  11  -  Alioto-Pier,  Ammiano,  Chu,  Daly,  Dufty,  Elsbernd,  Maxwell, 
McGoldrick,  Mirkarimi,  Peskin,  Sandoval 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  1  Printed  at  10:38  AM  on  10/31/07 


File  No.  071477  I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution 

was  ADOPTED  on  October  30, 2007  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco. 


11  hiipoi 

Date  Approved 


File  No.  071477 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  2  Printed  at  10:38  AM  on  10/31/07 

Tails  Report 


SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form 


Disclaimer:  Any  information  you  include  on  this  form  will  be  part  of  the  public  record.  Anyone 
may  request  to  see  the  information  you  submit  for  a  landmark  tree  nomination.  For  more  legal 
information,  see  the  last  page  of  this  form. 


Who  can  nominate  a  landmark  tree? 

■  An  authorized  nominator  is  a  Supervisor,  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency,  Planning 
Commissioner,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member,  or  property  owner. 

■  The  Board  of  Supervisors,  Planning  Commission,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
and  the  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree. 

'  ■    The  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree  on  property  under  their 
jurisdiction.  City  departments  and  agencies  should  conduct  an  internal  approval  process 
before  nominating  a  tree.  . 

■  A  property  owner  may  nominate  a  tree  on  his  or  her  property. 

■  A  member  of  the  public  may  ask  an  authorized  nominator  to  nominate  a  tree. 

I  am  one  of  the  following  authorized  nominators 
D       Property  owner 
EE]       Board  of  Supervisor  member 
□       Head  of  a  city  department  or  agency 
D       Planning  Commission  member 
D       Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member 

Please  note  that  a  permit  will  be  required  for  any  future  removal  of  a  landmark  tree. 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  requests 
the  following  information. 


Authorized  nominator  (Supervisor,  Planning  Property  owner: 

Commission,  Landmarks  Advisory  Board, 
Head  of  City  Department,  Property  Owner): 


Tom  Ammiano 


Name 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  Room  244 


Address 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Address 
415-554-5144 


Phone  (day) 
415-544-5163 


Fax  # 

Tom.Ammiano@sfgov.org 
Email 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Name 

(DPW  maintains)  

Address 


Address 


Phone (day) 


Fax  # 


Email 


2 


Member  of  the  public  who  initiated  nomination 
(if  applicable): 

Mike  Boss  

Name 

1615  Cortland  Ave.  

Address 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110  

Address 

415-559-0113  

Phone  (day) 


Fax  # 

Mboss@rockandrose.com  

Email 

I  am  an  authorized  nominator  and  I  support  this  nomination. 


Signature 


 Date 

I  am  the  property  owner  and  I  grant  permission  for  city  staff  to  evaluate  the  nominated  tree  on 
the  property  with  advance  notice. 

 Signature 

  Date 

TREE  DESCRIPTION 

Tree  name  (species  and  common  name):   Fraxinus  ornus  -  Flowering  Ash  

Number  of  trees:         ft  3L  

Street  address:      500  Cortland,  in  front  of  Bernal  Heights  Library  

Location  of  Tree:  □  Front  yard    □  Rear  yard    □  Side  yard     Q  Corner-side  yard 

X  Public  right-of-way    □  Public  lands  □  Not  sure 

□  Other:  

GPS  units  (OPTIONAL):   

Height  23  feet 

Average  canopy  width1   23  feet 

Circumference  at  chest  level2  inches 

Circumference  at  ground  level3   inches 

1  Distance  from  one  edge  to  opposite  edge  of  tree  canopy 

2  Distance  around  trunk  at  4.5  ft  off  the^round.  http://www.isa-arbor.com/publications/tree-ord/heritage.aspx 

3  Distance  around  trunk  on  the  ground  where  the  trunk  meets  the  soil. 

The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  use  the  following  criteria  to  evaluate  each  potential  landmark  tree.  If  you 
need  more  space  to  describe  the  tree,  please  attach  additional  sheets. 
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Rarity:    X   Rare   Uncommon   Common   Other 

Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Comment:    rare  in  San  Francisco,  native  to  Europe  


Size:      X    Large   Medium   Small 

Notable  size  (height,  diameter,  canopy  width)  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Comment:       large  tree  for  species  


Age:  Significantly  advanced  age  for  this  species  (known  or  estimated). 
Comment:  Unknown  


Historical  Association:  X  Yes   None  apparent 

Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  There  is  an  historical  association  with  the  Bernal  Heights 
Library  which  they  are  planted  in  front  of  

Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes  X    None  apparent 

Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Neighborhood  appreciation:   Yes  X    None  apparent 

Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or 
related  to  tree,  etc.  Attach  documentation: 

Describe:  ___  


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:      X    Yes   No 

Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Describe  contribution:  The  trees  contribute  to  the  Library's  aesthetic,  the  library  being  part  of  the 
community  since  1936  and  at  its  present  location  since  1940.  

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   Yes   XjJnknown 

Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  and/or  video  media  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate. 
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Describe  coverage: 


High  traffic  area:  X   Yes   No 

High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 
Describe:  


Low  tree  density:   Low  X    Moderate   High 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Describe:  


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes  X  No 

High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Describe:    Trees  are  located  on  sidewalk  

Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:  X   Yes   No 

High  visibility. 

Describe:    Visible  to  all  pedestrians  and  motorists  on  Cortland  Ave. 


Important  wildlife  habitat:   Yes  X  No 

Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential).  Describe  and  be  as  specific  as  possible. 


Interdependent  group  of  trees:  X    Yes   No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 
Describe:  


Erosion  control:   Yes   X  No 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion. 

Describe:  
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Wind  or  sound  barrier:   Yes  X  No 

Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise. 
Describe:  


Prominent  landscape  feature:  X    Yes   No 

A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 

Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  Please  see  attached  photos  

Character-defining  form:         X   Yes   No 

Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Describe:  Though  this  tree  is  in  fair  condition,  it  is  unique  in  that  it  is  large  of  its  species.. 

Tree  condition:  X     Good         X   Poor   Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 

Describe:    This  tree  is  in  fair  condition   


Additional  comments 


If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  form,  tree  terms  or  tree  concepts,  please  contact  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  staff  (below).  It  is  acceptable  if  you  cannot  provide  some  of  the 
information  requested  on  this  form. 

A  photograph  of  the  tree  must  be  submitted  with  this  form. 

Please  attach  optional  supporting  documents  such  as  letters,  arborist  report,  etc. 

Send  to:  Urban  Forestry  Council,  c/o  Grace  Ma,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
OR  grace.ma@sfgov.org 

Any  information  you  submit  will  be  part  of  the  public  record. 

The  Public  Records  Act  defines  a  "public  record"  broadly  to  include  "any  writing  containing  information  relating  to  the  conduct  of  the 
public's  business  prepared,  owned,  used  or  retained  by  any  state  or  local  agency,  regardless  of  the  physical  form  or  characteristics." 
Govt.  Code  §  6252(e).  The  Sunshine  Ordinance  defines  "public  information"  as  the  content  of  "public  records"  as  defined  in  the 
Public  Records  Act  Admin  Code  §  67.20(b).  Pursuant  to  the  Public  Records  Act  and  Sunshine  Ordinance,  this  document  is  a  public 
record  and  will  be  available  to  the  public  upon  request,  at  the  hearing  site,  at  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  and  on  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council's  website.  Admin  Code  §§  8.16,  67.7  (b),  and  67.21(a). 


Application  received  date 

Received  by 

Tree  evaluation  form 

UFC  recommendation  date 

Updated  on  April  11,  2007 

aan 

3*1 

6 


Board  of  Supervisors  Decision 

Landmark  Tree  # 

Title  recorded  date 
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Report  of  Findings  for  the  Moreton  Bay  Fig  on  Valencia  Street  at 
3555  Cesar  Chavez 


The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  met  on  Tuesday  Nov  13, 
2007  and  considered  the  nomination  for  Landmark  Status  of  the  Moreton  Bay  Fig  {Ficus 
macrophylla)  tree  at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street  on  Valencia.. 

The  committee  voted  unanimously  to  recommend  landmark  status.  The  vote  was  4-0. 

The  committee  members  voted  for  recommendation  of  landmark  status,  found  that  the 
tree  met  standards  that  would  merit  Landmark  Tree  Status.  These  standards  included: 

•  The  tree  is  a  majestic  specimen,  and  one  of  San  Francisco's  largest  trees 

•  The  tree  is  exceedingly  rare  in  San  Francisco 

•  The  tree  is  of  advanced  age. 

•  The  tree  had  historical  significance  to  the  Bancroft  Library,  reference  of  which  is 
demonstrated  by  the  historical  marker  that  sits  at  the  base  of  the  tree. 

•  The  tree  helped  define  the  neighborhood  character 

•  The  trees  have  been  profiled  in  publications  (The  Trees  of  San  Francisco,  by  Mike 
Sullivan;  the  Trees  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  San  Francisco,  by  Elizabeth 
McClintock);  and  are  seen  in  early  historical  photos  of  the  Bancroft  Library 

•  The  tree  are  highly  visible  in  a  high  traffic  area  and  are  accessible  from  the 
sidewalk 

•  The  trees  are  a  prominent  landscape  feature,  being  visible  from  the  top  of  Bernal 
Heights  Hill  and  from  the  many  blocks  down  Valencia  Street. 

•  The  tree  had  character-defining  form  and  was  in  good  condition 


Respectfully  submitted, 
Mike  Boss 

Chair,  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 
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SF  URBAN  FOREST  COUNCIL'S  Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  2007 


Evaluator's  Name:  C(WCrlyw'BlcUr 
Date  of  Evaluation:  November  6,  2007 
Common  Name:  Morton  Bay  Fig 
Street  Address:  3555  Cesar  Chavez 
Cross  Street:  Valencia 

Rare:  Very  few  species  of  this  size  and  grandeur  visible  to  the  public  right  of  way:  one  of 
the  best,  most  outstanding  trees  in  the  city;  only  one  other  of  in  Golden  Gate  Park  but  not 
of  this  rare  age  and  size. 

Size:  Very  large,  grand  size  for  San  Francisco;  only  1%  of  our  total  population  of  large 
trees,  especially  near  a  public  right  of  way  and  not  in  a  park.  The  other  Morton  Bay  Fig  in 
Golden  Gate  Park  is  half  its  size  and  age.  The  national  register  of  big  trees  list  one  in 
Santa  Barbara  with  a  171'  crown,  507  trunk  circumference,  height  is  76'  tall  and  123 
years  of  age. 

Age:  A  great  age,  one  to  proud  of  with  so  few  mature  trees  left  in  the  City.  But  not 
significant  for  its  species,  could  be  70  to  100  years  old.  It  is  truly  one  of  the  best  mature 
trees  in  the  city! 

Historic  Significant  or  Association:  The  fact  that  this  tree  has  survived  particularly  in 
this  location,  is  significant  and  historic. 

Ethnic  Appreciation:  Don't  know. 

Neighborhood  Appreciation:  Most  everyone  in  the  City  knows  this  exceptional  tree  and 
everyone  in  the  neighborhood  does;  it  is  supported  for  landmarking  by  near  by 
neighborhood  associations. 

Planting  Defines  Neighborhood  Character:  YES!  It  is  one  of  the  grandest  trees  in  any 
neighborhood,  of  amazing  stature  and  size,  with  great  character  in  its  self. 

Prominent  Landscape  Feature:  YES!  It  is  one  of  the  most  sticking,  outstanding  mature 
trees,  to  say  the  least,  in  San  Francisco. 

Character  Defining  Form:  Yes,  Big,  bold,  exceptional  branch  structure. 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  media:  Listed  in,  One  of  the  Best  Trees,  in  Michael 
Sullivan's  book,  The  Trees  of  San  Francisco.  (P.  137) 

Tree  Condition:  Good,  tho  it  lost  one  major  branch. 

Accessible  from  public  right  of  way:  Yes,  high  visibility  next  to  sidewalk  and  branches 
out  over  curb;  High  Traffic  Area:  Yes,  contributes  greatly  to  traffic  calming  and  improving 
pedestrian  safety;  Wind  and  Sound  barrier:  Yes,  contributes  to  peace  and  quiet  for 
hospital  patient  and  improves  healing;  Important  Wildlife  Habitat:  Yes,  bird  songs  great! 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  UFC  has  developed  these  criteria  for 
evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco.  When  evaluating  or  considering  potential  landmark  trees, 
please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within  its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC  land  may  not  have  the 
same  commumty  importance  that  a  street  or  park  tree  would.  Use  comment  sections,  as  appropriate,  to  explain 
or  support  evaluation.  Attach  sheets  if  more  space  is  needed. 

Evaluator's  name:  Mei  Ling  Hui 
Date  of  evaluation:  1 1/8/07 
Scientific  name:  Ficus  macrocarpa 
Common  name:  Moretoh  Bay  Fig 
Street  address:  Approx  1610  Valencia 
Cross  streets:  Cesar  Chavez  and  Mission 


Rare:    \  /  Rare  Uncommon   Common   Other 

Comment:  Thefe  are  possibly  two  in  Golden  Gate  Park,  but  they  are  not  as  outstanding  as  this  tree. 

Size:      V  Large   Medium   Small 

Comment:  Extremely  large  tree.  100'  tall,  65'  wide,  7'  caliper  at  breast  height.  Root  system  is  very 
prominent  ana.  spreading. 

Age:     _^  Significantly  advanced  Not  significantly  advanced 

Comment:  I  believe  I  found  a  photo  of  the'tree  from  1925.  It  is  a  huge  old  tree. 

Historical  Association:  \j  Yes   None  apparent 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  Tree  was  likely  planted  by  Hubert  H.  Bancroft,  as  it  is  at  the  site  of 
his  former  library.  Library  was  purchased  in  1905  by  UC  Berkeley  and  moved  to  their  campus  the 
following  year,  it  held  over  60,000  volumes  at  the  time.  (He  had  spent  the  pervious  20  years  trying  to 
sell  the  library  to  the  school.)  He  was  a  writer,  bookstore  owner,  and  called  the  first  historian  of  the 
West.  He  was  President  of  the  American  Historical  Association.  ' 

Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes   None  apparent 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  Everyone  loves-this  trees  equally  and  greatly. 


Neighborhood  appreciation:  ^  Yes   None  apparent 

Describe:  I  live  in  this  neighborhood  and  pass  this  tree  frequently.  I've  mentioned  that  I  was 
evaluating  this  tree  to  my  friends  and  neighbors  and  they  all  exclaim,  "I  love  that  tree!"  The  fact  that 
they  know  which  tree  I'm  talking  about  at  all  is  a  huge  indicator  of  how  much  this  tree  means  to  the 


Urban  Forestry  Council  2 
Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 

people  in  this  neighborhood.  Many  stopped  and  said  something  along  the  lines  of  "Great  tree."  To  me 
while  I  was  out  there. 


t  / 

Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:      \f   Yes   No 

Describe  contribution:  Absolutely.  There  are  few  trees  of  this  stature  and  health  in  the  city,  especially 
alongside  a  sidewalk.  s 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:        \/  Yes   Unknown 

Describe  coverage:  Mentioned  in  Trees  of  San  Francisco  by  Mike  Sullivan  in  "The  Best  Trees" 
section.  Also  noted  on  the  sftrees  website  as  a  "particularly  spectacular"  tree.  Noted  in  The  Trees  of 
Golden  Gate  Park  and  San  Francisco  by  Elizabeth  McClintock  as  an  "Outstanding  Specimen." 
Mentioned  on  a  blog  called  Whorticultre. 


High  traffic  area:  V/Yes   No 


Describe:  Tree  is  On  Valencia  street,  just  south  of  Cesar  Chavez  just  before  Valencia  ends  and  become 
Mission.  It  is  at  a  hospital.  The  roots  run  right  alongside  the  sidewalk.  The  tree  absolutely  has  traffic 
calming  effects.  Everyone  wants  to  look  at  is  and  slows  down  to  see  it. 

Low  tree  density:   Low         v    Moderate   High 

Describe:  One  side  fo  the  stree  has  a  few  trees.  The  side  that  this  tree  is  on  is  quite  tree-ed. 


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes  \s  No 

Describe:  Shared  because  it  is  on  public  land,  riglit  next  to  the  sidewalk  and  street, 

J 

Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:  _j^_Yes   No 

Describe:  Abosolutely.  Tree  roots  are  against  the  sidewalk. 

Important  wildlife  habitat:   Yes   No 

I  don't  know. 

Interdependent  group  of  trees:  \/  Yes   No 

Describe:  This  tree  is  very  very  large  and  many  smaller  trees  are  growing  under  and  next  to  it.  Some 
of  the  smaller  trees  may  do  better  if  theyweren't  growing  under  or  adjacent  to  the  large  tree. 


Erosion  control:  \J  Yes  No 


Describe:  Absolutely.  The  tree  has  amazing  buttressing  roots  that  are  acting  as  retaining  walls.  The 
ground  slops  upward  behind  the  tree. 


Wind  or  sound  barrier:  \/  Yes   No 

Describe:  I  think  it  does.  It  is,  again,  huge.  And  there  is  a  large  building  behind  it. 


32 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form/and  Criteria 


Prominent  landscape  feature:   \f  Yes   No 

Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  hMs^fhe  most  prominent  feature  on  the  block. 

Character-defining  form:       ^   Yes   No 

Describe:  100%.  The  roots  are  amazing,  the  tree  is  strong  and  healthy. 


Tree  condition:  Good   Poor   Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 

Describe:  The  tree  is  in  very  good  condition.  There  is  a  wound  4'x3 '  that  appears  to  have  been  caused 
by  a  branch  breaking  out  of  the  tree,  some  rot  is  apparent  in  this  wound.  There  are  3  or  4  other  small 
wounds  where  branch  have  broken  from  the  tree-6-12".  This  is  a  multi  trunk  tree  and  two  of  the  three 
trunks  are  growing  against  each  other  causing  a  section  of  included  bark  approx  10'  long. 

Tree  is  in  overall  great  health.  It  is  a  vigorous  tree.  The  branches  look  strong  and  well  places,  the 
leaves  are  clean  and  the  canopy  is  full.  The  roots  are  indescribably  beautiful. 


Additional  comments 

This  tree  is  an  absolute  embodiment  of  the  term  "Landmark." 
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Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  UFC  has  developed  these  criteria  for 
evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco.  When  evaluating  or  considering  potential  landmark  trees, 
please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within  its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC  land  may  not  have  the 
same  community  importance  that  a  street  or  park  tree  would.  Use  comment  sections,  as  appropriate,  to  explain 
or  support  evaluation.  Attach  sheets  if  more  space  is  needed. 

Evaluator's  name:    A\<xr^  S  iC^t  cv  r  \  c\f\ 
Date  of  evaluation: 

\v/v  U  07  

Scientific  name:     V\C_l\5    feaa  o  ^>V\^/\\  IX.  


Common  name:   f\  or  f»\o  v\  fi^/ 
Street  address:  \//A.€^fiC\A-  S\« 


Cross  streets:  Pe-gcitf-  C\\GL\fQSZ — 


Rare:    r    Rare  Uncommon  Common  Other 


Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Comment:   


Size:  Large   Medium   Small 

Notable  size  (height,  diameter,  canopy  width)  comparedto  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Comment: 

Age:    J.  Significantly  advanced  Not  significantly  advanced 

Significantly  advanced  age  for  this  species  (known  or  estimated).  ^ 

Comment:    ^\^t\fc^W^/    oVAe^t-  "\Wci»V     \0<l) y^ouzr  

 7  

Historical  Association:  VYes   None  apparent 

Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:    .A  S  S  Q  cx<k&  ey\>  Va/v^C^   \\r\,e^  ^cuiCrs^ 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 


Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes  ^  None  apparent 

Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 
Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Neighborhood  appreciation:     V   Yes  None  apparent 

Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or 
related  to  tree,  etc.  Attach  documentation: 

Describe:  ■  


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character: 


Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 
Describe  contribution:  


Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   Yes  Unknown 

Tree  has  received  print^internet,  and/or  video  media  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate. 
Describe  coverage:  *X  t^oT^^   o^*   S>&*v        ^■qc^iS  C^o '  


High  traffic  area:  l^Yes  No 

High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect.  . 

Describe:       Qft    \fc\ <L<\c^\j>~  ?A     ladavacL   S  lae,iA/ol^ — 


Low  tree  density:   Low  Moderate  High 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 
Describe: 


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes  fx  No 

High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 
Describe: 


VI 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 


Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:    \/  Yes   No 

High  visibility. 

Describe:   


Important  wildlife  habitat:  Yes   No 

Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential).  Describe  and  be  as  specific  as  possible. 

(?  *\V  rA  iA*F  S  pgcv^S  Us  e- ~^v<? — -"^Ci*.  \V»  

Interdependent  group  of  trees:  j^Yes  No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 
Describe:    ]fk"T  ris'tgKVY  r.  ~tU<_^  rlq^cV     \  S  ^  rouAt\^ 

Erosion  control:  _^JYes   No 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion.  ,   a 

Describe:        ^OO^S     Ao    WrA^  \o(K  ex,  Vi  t^TTy  eJ^-   a  vt^au,ixV 

Wind  or  sound  barrier:  ^-^Yes   No 

Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise. 
Describe: 


Prominent  landscape  feature:     v  Yes   No 

A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 

Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  


Character-defining  form:       ■  g_  Yes   No 

Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Describe:        Sy  W\       PV.C-<a3v  CroQJA 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 

Tree  condition:  i/Good   Poor   Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 

Describe:     tlg^gAljkj^   g  &  £^  UpIqiaJ  


Additional  comments       .  j  {      i  I    1   I  i 


*su.\r*vS  *-^r^.<2-  U/\,VA  l^-Vl  Sovneo^^ 


FILE  NO.  071476 


RESOLUTION  NO.  (fi\2.~0'J 


[Landmark  Designation  Nomination  for  tree  locate  at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street] 

Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  Moreton  Bay  Fig  tree  (Ficus 
macrophylla)  located  at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street  (Assessor's  Block  6575,  Lot  002)  for 
landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  acknowledging 
temporary  designation  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Section  810(d),  and  authorizing  other 
official  acts  in  furtherance  of  the  Resolution. 

WHEREAS,  Trees  provide  numerous  environmental  and  social  benefits  such  as 
reducing  stormwater  runoff,  reducing  energy  use,  reducing  air  pollution,  improving  air  quality, 
increasing  property  values  and  providing  wildlife  habitat;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  Ordinance  Number  17-06,  amendment 
to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  landmark  trees,  significant  trees,  and  penalties  for 
violation  in  support  of  a  landmark  tree  program,  and  a  copy  of  said  Ordinance  is  on  file  with 
the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  file  number  051458  which  is  incorporated  herein  by 
reference;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  landmark 
tree  designation  criteria,  forms  and  procedures  in  Resolution  Enacted  Number  440-06.  A 
copy  of  said  Resolution  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  File  Number 
060487  which  is  incorporated  herein  by  reference  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  File  No.  071476,  which  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  part  of  this  resolution  as  if 
set  forth  fully  herein;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Moreton  Bay  Fig  tree  at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street,  pictures  of  which 
are  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File  Number  071476  and  are 
incorporated  herein  as  reference,  is  a  native  Australian  species  rare  in  San  Francisco,  is  large 
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for  the  species,  is  of  significant  age,  serves  as  both  a  wind  barrier  and  wildlife  habitat,  and 
contributes  to  the  community  aesthetic  with  its  character  defining  form  and  its  buttress  visible 
from  Bernal  Hill:  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Board,  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  hereby 
adopts  this  resolution  of  intent  to  initiate  landmark  tree  designation  for  the  Moreton  Bay  Fig 
tree  located  at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street  (Assessor's  Block  6575,  Lot  002)  and 
acknowledges  the  temporary  designation  of  such  tree  for  landmark  status  pursuant  to  Public 
Works  Code  Section  810(d);  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Board  directs  the  Clerk  to  forward  this  Resolution 
and  accompanying  documents  contained  in  the  file  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  begin  the 
landmark  tree  designation  process  for  the  subject  trees;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Board  urges  the  Director  of  Public  Works  to 
immediately  notify  the  affected  property  owner  of  the  pending  nomination  and  inform  said 
owner  of  the  special  permit  and  approval  requirements  for  removal  of  landmark  trees  under 
Public  Works  Code  810(f)  if  such  notification  has  not  yet  occurred. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Tails 


City  Hall 
1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4689 


Resolution 


File  Number: 


071476 


Date  Passed: 


Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  Moreton  Bay  Fig  tree  (Ficus  macrophylla)  located 
at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street  (Assessor's  Block  6575,  Lot  002)  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to 
Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  acknowledging  temporary  designation  pursuant  to  Public  Works 
Section  810(d),  and  authorizing  other  official  acts  in  furtherance  of  the  Resolution. 


October  30,  2007  Board  of  Supervisors  —  ADOPTED 

Ayes:  1 1  -  Alioto-Pier,  Ammiano,  Chu,  Daly,  Dufty,  Elsbernd,  Maxwell, 
McGoldrick,  Mirkarimi,  Peskin,  Sandoval 


File  No,  071476 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution 
was  ADOPTED  on  October  30,  2007  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco. 


Will  tool 


Date  Approved 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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Printed  at  10:38  AM  on  10/31/07 


SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form 


Disclaimer:  Any  information  you  include  on  this  form  will  be  part  of  the  public  record.  Anyone 
may  request  to  see  the  information  you  submit  for  a  landmark  tree  nomination.  For  more  legal 
information,  see  the  last  page  of  this  form. 


Who  can  nominate  a  landmark  tree? 

■  An  authorized  nominator  is  a  Supervisor,  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency,  Planning 
Commissioner,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member,  or  property  owner. 

■  The  Board  of  Supervisors,  Planning  Commission,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
and  the  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree. 

■  The  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree  on  property  under  their 
jurisdiction.  City  departments  and  agencies  should  conduct  an  internal  approval  process 
before  nominating  a  tree. 

■  A  property  owner  may  nominate  a  tree  on  his  or  her  property. 

■  A  member  of  the  public  may  ask  an  authorized  nominator  to  nominate  a  tree. 


I  am  one  of  the  following  authorized  nominators 
Q/     Property  owner 
0       Board  of  Supervisor  member 

□  Head  of  a  city  department  or  agency 

□  Planning  Commission  member 

D       Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member 


Please  note  that  a  permit  will  be  required  for  any  future  removal  of  a  landmark  tree. 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  requests 
the  following  information. 


Authorized  nominator  (Supervisor,  Planning 
Commission,  Landmarks  Advisory  Board, 
Head  of  City  Department,  Property  Owner): 


Property  owner: 


Tom  Ammiano 


Name 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  Room  244 


Address 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Address 
415-554-5144 


Phone  (day) 
415-544-5163 


Fax* 

Tom.Ammiano@sfgov.org 


Email 


CPMC  (St.  Luke's  Hospital) 


Name 

Valencia  at  Cesar  Chavez 


Address 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Address 
415-647-8600 


Phone  (day) 


Fax  # 


Email 


362 
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Member  of  the  public  who  initiated  nomination 
(if  applicable): 

Mike  Boss  

Name 

1615  Cortland  Avenue  , 

Address 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110  

Address 

415-559-0113  

Phone  (day) 

415-824-3377  

Fax  #  -     -  - 

Mboss@rockandrose.com  

Email 

I  am  an  authorized  nominator  and  I  support  this  nomination. 

 Signature 

 Date 

I  am  the  property  owner  and  I  grant  permission  for  city  staff  to  evaluate  the  nominated  tree  on 
the  property  with  advance  notice. 

 Signature 

 Date 

TREE  DESCRIPTION 

Tree  name  (species  and  common  name):   Ficus  Macrophylla-Moreton  Bay  Fig  

Number  of  trees:  1  

Street  address:   Valencia  and  Cesar  Chavez  

Location  of  Tree:         □  Front  yard    □  Rear  yard    Q  Side  yard    □  Corner-side  yard 

□  Public  right-of-way   □  Public  lands  D  Not  sure 

□  Other:  

GPS  units  (OPTIONAL):   

Height  60  feet 

Average  canopy  width1  40  feet 

Circumference  at  chest  level2      122  inches 

Circumference  at  ground  level3  204  inches 

1  Distance  from  one  edge  to  opposite  edge  of  tree  canopy 

2  Distance  around  trunk  at  4.5  ft  off  the  ground.  http://www.isa-arbor.com/Dubiications/tree-ord/heritaqe.aspx 

3  Distance  around  trunk  on  the  ground  where  the  trunk  meets  the  soil. 


The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  use  the  following  criteria  to  evaluate  each  potential  landmark  tree.  If  you 
need  more  space  to  describe  the  tree,  please  attach  additional  sheets. 
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Rarity:  X  Rare   Uncommon   Common   Other 

Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 

Comment:  Rare  in  San  Francisco  


Size:   X  Large  Medium   Small 

Notable  size  (height,  diameter,  canopy  width)  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Comment:  


Age:  Significantly  advanced  age  for  this  species  (known  or  estimated). 
Comment:  Unsure  but  likely  a  significant  figure  


Historical  Association:   X  Yes   None  apparent 

Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  _Believed  to  be  related  to  the  Bancroft  Library  with  historical  significance 


Ethnic  appreciation:   Yes  _X_None  apparent 

Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  


Neighborhood  appreciation:  X    Yes   None  apparent 

Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or 
related  to  tree,  etc.  Attach  documentation: 

Describe:  Historical  landmark  adjacent  to  tree  for  the  Bancroft  Library 


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:   X  Yes   No 

Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Describe  contribution:  Character  defining  form-buttress.  Visible  from  Bernal  Hill. 


Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   Yes         _X  Unknown 

Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  and/or  video  media  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate. 
Describe  coverage:  ,  
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High  traffic  area:      _X  Yes   No 

High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 

Describe:  Adjacent  to  sidewalk  and  on  Valencia  street  


Low  tree  density:   X  Low   Moderate   High 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Describe:  Very  few  trees  in  neighborhood  


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes  X  No 

High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Describe:  


Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:   X_Yes   No 

High  visibility. 

Describe:  Within  St.  Luke's  gate  but  accessible  and  visible  24  hours  per  day. 


Important  wildlife  habitat:   X  Yes   No 

Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential).  Describe  and  be  as  specific  as  possible. 


Interdependent  group  of  trees:   Yes   X  No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 
Describe:  


Erosion  control:   Yes  _X_No 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion. 

Describe:  


Wind  or  sound  barrier:   X  Yes   No 

Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise. 
Describe:  Wild  Barrier  


Prominent  landscape  feature:         _X  Yes   No 

A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 
Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  


Character-defining  form:      _X_Yes   No 

Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Describe:   Trunk  and  canopy  


Tree  condition:  _X_Good  Poor   Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 

Describe:  ]  Excellent  condition  


Additional  comments 


If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  form,  tree  terms  or  tree  concepts,  please  contact  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  staff  (below).  It  is  acceptable  if  you  cannot  provide  some  of  the 
information  requested  on  this  form. 

A  photograph  of  the  tree  must  be  submitted  with  this  form. 

Please  attach  optional  supporting  documents  such  as  letters,  arborist  report,  etc. 

Send  to:  Urban  Forestry  Council,  c/o  Grace  Ma,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
OR  grace.ma@sfgov.org 

Any  information  you  submit  wilt  be  part  of  the  public  record. 

The  Public  Records  Act  defines  a  "public  record"  broadly  to  include  "any  writing  containing  information  relating  to  the  conduct  of  the 
public's  business  prepared,  owned,  used  or  retained  by  any  state  or  local  agency,  regardless  of  the  physical  form  or  characteristics." 
Govt.  Code  §  6252(e).  The  Sunshine  Ordinance  defines  "public  information"  as  the  content  of  "public  records"  as  defined  in  the 
Public  Records  Act.  Admin  Code  §  67.20(b).  Pursuant  to  the  Public  Records  Act  and  Sunshine  Ordinance,  this  document  is  a  public 
record  and  will  be  available  to  the  public  upon  request,  at  the  hearing  site,  at  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  and  on  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council's  website.  Admin  Code  §§  8.16,  67.7  (b),  and  67.21(a). 


Application  received  date 

Received  by 

Tree  evaluation  form 

UFC  recommendation  date 

Board  of  Supervisors  Decision 

Landmark  Tree  # 

Title  recorded  date 

Undated  on  Anril  1 1 


V7Ck 


6/ 
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Report  of  Findings  for  the  Blue  Elderberry  on  Folsom  Street 


The  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  met  on  Tuesday  Nov  13, 
2007  and  considered  the  nomination  for  Landmark  Status  of  the  Blue  Elderberry 
(Sambucus  mexicana)  on  Folsom  Street  at  Bernal  Heights  Blvd. 

The  committee  voted  unanimously  to  recommend  landmark  status.  The  vote  was  4-0. 

The  committee  members  voted  for  recommendation  of  landmark  status,  found  that  the 
tree  met  standards  that  would  merit  Landmark  Tree  Status.  These  standards  included: 

•  The  tree  is  an  uncommon  tree  in  San  Francisco 

•  The  tree  was  of  extreme  natural  historical  significance  as  being  a  genetic  and 
naturally-occurring  remnant  of  the  original  San  Francisco  forest 

•  The  tree  is  large  and  of  advanced  age  for  its  species 

•  The  tree  had  neighborhood  appreciation 

•  The  tree  is  in  a  high  traffic  area  and  is  accessible  from  a  public  right  of  way 

•  The  tree  provided  habitat  and  food  for  multiple  varieties  of  wildlife,  including 
indigenous  species 

•  The  tree  was  a  prominent  landscape  feature  occurring  in  an  area  of  low  tree 
density. 

•  The  tree  had  character-defining  form. 


Respectfully  submitted, 
Mike  Boss 

Chair,  Landmark  Tree  Committee  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 


Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  the  UFC  has  developed  these  criteria  for 
evaluating  potential  landmark  trees  in  San  Francisco.  When  evaluating  or  considering  potential  landmark  trees, 
please  consider  the  context  of  the  tree  within  its  site  location.  For  example,  a  tree  on  PUC  land  may  not  have  the 
same  community  importance  that  a  street  or  park  tree  would.  Use  comment  sections,  as  appropriate,  to  explain 
or  support  evaluation.  Attach  sheets  if  more  space  is  needed. 


Evaluator's  name:  Mei  Ling  Hui 
Date  of  evaluation:  11/8/07 
Scientific  name:  Sambucus  mexicana 
Common  name:  Blue  Elderberry 

Street  address:  Bernal  Height  Natural  Area/Bernal  Heights  Park 
Cross  streets:  None 

/ 

Rare:     v  Rare  Uncommon   Common   Other 

Comment:  As  these  plants  require  much  open  space  due  to  their  low  growing  form,  there  are  not  many 
places  in  the  city  where  they  can  grow.  There  are  approx  30  of  these  trees  growing  in  the  Presidio.  I 
know  of  now  other  location  of  these  trees  in  San  Francisco  proper,  they  are  exceeding  rare  in  the  city. 
These  trees  are  also  difficult  tojDropagate. 

Size:    j_  Large         s/  Medium   Small 

Comment:  This  is  a  small  tree.  It  is  approx  25'  tall  and  25'  wide.  It  is  a  mutli  trunk  tree,  the  branches 
of  which  range  from  about  6"  caliper  to  about  1 '  caliper.  It  is  a  large  tree  for  its  species. 

Age:      „  /  Significantly  advanced   Not  significantly  advanced 

Comment:  This  tree  is  large  for  the  type  of  tree  it  is  and  likely  is  significantly  advanced  in  age.  These 
trees  usually  live  to  be  about  35  years  old,  this  one  appears  as  a  large  specimen  in  a  photo  from  1948. 
The  tree  is  believed  to  have  begun  growing  sometime  between  the  late  30's  and  early  40's  according 
to  Barbara  Pistchel  of  the  California  Natiye  Plant  Society. 


Historical  Association:  yy  Yes   None  apparent 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  This  tree  appears  to  have  grown  here  naturally,  a  volunteer.  If  it  did 
so  it  may  predate  settlement  in  the  are^-:  / 

Ethnic  appreciation:  ^  None  apparent 

Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  None  apparent.  Though  the  type  was  well  used  by  early  settlers  in  the 
area:  wood  for  tools,  musical  instruments,  syringes.  Bark  for  baskets  and  bags.  Roots  as  a  laxative. 
Buds  as  a  poultice  for  sunstroke.  Flowers  burned  for  incense  and  to  induce  sweating.  The  fruit  is 
edible  and  often  made  into  jams,  jellies  and  the  like. 
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Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 

A 
/ 

Neighborhood  appreciation:  ^  Yes   None  apparent 

Describe:  Upon  conduction  research  for  this  tree  many  groups  expressed  interest  in  it  due  to  it 
location.  Native  Plants  groups  are  also  interested  in  this  tree.  Bernal  Heights  groups  are  interested  in 
this  tree. 

Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:       ^  Yes   No 

Describe  contribution:  In  a  sense  it  does  as  lives  in  a  large  open  or  natural  area.  It  is  a  native  plant,  one 
of  few  that  survive  in  the  city.  / 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   Yes  V  Unknown 

Describe  coverage:  None  that  LJoiow  of. 

T 

High  traffic  area:   Yes   No 

Describe:  The  tree  is  less  than  4'  from  the  street  leading  that  leads  around  the  park.  It  has  possible 
traffic  calming  effects  as  it  lives'  approx.  50'  from  a  parking  area  and  a  crosswalk. 

Low  tree  density:        jy_Low   Moderate   High 

Describe:  Tree  density  is  low  on  the  hill  and  in  the  park.  Tree  exjsts  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few 
trees. 

Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes 


Describe:  No.  It  is  a  public  tree  because  it  is  a  park  tree  and  is  so  shared  among  neighbors  but  it  rests 
solely  in  park  land. 


Accessible  from  public  right-of-way:         V_  Yes   No 

Describe:  Tree  is  less  than  4'  from  the  street.  y 

Important  wildlife  habitat:  \J  Yes  No 

This  is  perhaps  the  tree's  most  important  feature.  It  is  an  important  wildlife  tree  which  provides  food 
and  shelter  for  many  birds  and  other  wildlife.  B  Pitschel  informs  me  that  the  tree  does  produce  fruit 
and  flower. 


Interdependent  group  of  trees:   Yes  No 

No 


Erosion  control:  X/Yes  No. 


Describe:  Possibly.  The  tree  is  on  a  hill  that  levels  for  the  road  way  and  begins  again  below  it. 

/ 

Wind  or  sound  barrier:   Yes  \/  No 

Describe:  Tree  could  possibly  reduce  some  wind  but  there  is  nothing  for  it  to  protect.  . 


Urban  Forestry  Council 

Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  and  Criteria 
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Prominent  landscape  feature:   Yes  N£  No 


Describe:  Tree  is  very  indicative  of  how  this  tree  grows  naturally. 


Tree  condition:  %y  Good  Poor 


Hazard 


Describe:  I  don't  believe  the  tree  poses  a  hazard.  The  tree  requires  attention  and  work  to  prune  and 
clear  away  the  blackberry  bushes  that  have  overgrown  it.  It  could  be  an  attractive  landscape  feature  if 
it  is  given  the  care  it  requires.  The  Bernal  Hilltop  Native  Grassland  Restoration  Project  have  informed 
me  of  their  plan  to  begin  work  on  removing  the  blackberry  from  the  tree  and  the  area  surrounding  it 
next  Sunday  for  their  monthly  work-party. 


Additional  comments 

According  to  Charles  R.  Hatch  in  his  recently-published  University  of  California  Press  Book  Trees  of 
the  California  Landscape:  a  Photographic  Manual  of  Native  and  Ornamental  Trees,  the  estimated 
longevity  of  this  species  is  about  35  years,  after  which  it  loses  vigor.  Considering  that  this  specimen  is 
at  least  60  years  old,  still  flowering  and  fruiting  in  its  season,  and  a  species  native  to  the  city,  we  think 
in  its  old  age  (even  though  it  is  in  its  senescent  period),  it  deserves  to  be  recognized  and  honored.  For 
your  information,  I  will  quote  some  excerpts  from  the  Hatch  book  to  give  you  a  better  idea  of  the  nature 
of  this  tree  and  its  preferred  habitats. 

"Deciduous.  Native  to  western  U.S.  from  the  Rocky  Mountains  to  British  Columbia,  usually  in  moist 
soils  near  streams  in  mountain  and  foothill  canyons  and  open  valleys.  Growth  rate  initially  fast  to  1 0- 
30'  tall  by  8-20'  wide,  forming  an  irregular,  broad-spreading  canopy,  with  many  trunks  or  with  a  large 
main  trunk  and  many  vigorous,  thin  branches  covered  by  dense  foliage.  ...  An  important  habitat  plant, 
providing  food  and  cover  for  birds  and  other  wildlife.  Seldom  cultivated,  but  with  careful  pruning  can 
develop  strong  trunks  as  a  flowering  and  fruiting  garden  tree  or  large  shrub.  Naturally  quite  sprawling 
and  rarely  attains  great  size.  Hardy  and  tolerates  heat  and  poor,  wet  soils.  Longevity  estimated  to  be 
about  35  years,  then  loses  vigor.  ..." 


I  would  recommend  this  tree  for  Landmark  status  based  on  the  habitat  it  is  able  to  provide,  its 
extremely  rarity  in  the  city  and  the  fact  that  it  is  a  native  tree.  This  area  is  a  good  application  for  this 
type  of  tree  and  so  this  tree  should  be  preserved. 
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FILE  NO.  071475 


RESOLUTION  NO.  Qp[ 


[Landmark  Designation  Nomination  for  tree  located  in  Bernal  Heights  Natural  Area] 

Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  Blue  Elderberry  Tree  {Sambucus 
Mexicana)  located  at  Folsom  Street  and  Bernal  Heights  Boulevard  in  Bernal  Heights 
Natural  Area  (Assessor's  Block  5548,  Lot  002)  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to 
Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  acknowledging  temporary  designation  pursuant  to 
Public  Works  Code  Section  810(d),  and  authorizing  other  official  acts  in  furtherance  of 
the  Resolution. 

WHEREAS,  Trees  provide  numerous  environmental  and  social  benefits  such  as 
reducing  stormwater  runoff,  reducing  energy  use,  reducing  air  pollution,  improving  air  quality, 
increasing  property  values  and  providing  wildlife  habitat;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  Ordinance  Number  17-06,  amendment 
to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810,  landmark  trees,  significant  trees,  and  penalties  for 
violation  in  support  of  a  landmark  tree  program,  and  a  copy  of  said  Ordinance  is  on  file  with 
the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  file  number  051458  which  is  incorporated  herein  by 
reference;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  landmark 
tree  designation  criteria,  forms  and  procedures  in  Resolution  Enacted  Number  440-06.  A 
copy  of  said  Resolution  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  file  number 
060487  which  is  incorporated  herein  by  reference  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  File  No.  071475,  which  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  part  of  this  resolution  as  if 
set  forth  fully  herein  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File  No. 071475, 
which  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  part  of  this  resolution  as  if  set  forth  fully  herein;  and, 
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WHEREAS,  The  Blue  Elderberry  tree  located  in  Bernal  Heights  Natural  Area,  pictures 
of  which  are  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  file  number  071475,  is  a  rare 
species  in  San  Francisco,  is  large  for  the  species,  and  serves  as  an  important  wildlife  habitat 
and  is  in  good  Condition;  and, 

WHEREAS,  That  the  tree  is  a  naturally  occurring  remnant  of  our  native  local  ecology, 
part  of  the  old  San  Francisco  forest  having  a  link  to  our  native  history:  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Board,  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  hereby 
adopts  this  resolution  of  intent  to  initiate  landmark  tree  designation  for  the  Blue  Elderberry 
tree  located  in  Bernal  Heights  Natural  Area  (Assessor's  Block  5548,  Lot  002)  and 
acknowledges  the  temporary  designation  of  such  tree  for  landmark  status  pursuant  to  Public 
Works  Code  Section  810(d);  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Board  urges  the  Director  of  Public  Works  to 
immediately  notify  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  of  the  pending  nomination  inform 
said  department  of  special  approval  requirement  for  removal  of  landmark  trees  under  Public 
Works  Code  810(f)  if  such  notification  has  not  yet  occurred. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Tails 


City  Hall 
1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102-4689 


Resolution 


File  Number: 


071475 


Date  Passed: 


Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  Blue  Elderberry  Tree  (Sambucus  mexicana) 
located  at  Folsom  Street  and  Bernal  Heights  Boulevard  in  Bernal  Heights  Natural  Area  (Assessor's 
Block  5548,  Lot  002)  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b), 
acknowledging  temporary  designation  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Section  810(d),  and  authorizing  other 
official  acts  in  furtherance  of  the  Resolution. 


October  30,  2007  Board  of  Supervisors  —  ADOPTED 

Ayes:  11  -  Alioto-Pier,  Ammiano,  Chu,  Daly,  Dufty,  Elsbernd,  Maxwell, 
McGoldrick,  Mirkarimi,  Peskin,  Sandoval 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  1  Printed  at  10:38  AM  on  10/31/07 


File  No.  071475  I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution 

was  ADOPTED  on  October  30,  2007  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL 


Landmark  Tree  Nomination  Form 


Disclaimer:  Any  information  you  include  on  this  form  will  be  part  of  the  public  record.  Anyone 
may  request  to  see  the  information  you  submit  for  a  landmark  tree  nomination.  For  more  legal 
information,  see  the  last  page  of  this  form. 


Who  can  nominate  a  landmark  tree? 

■  An  authorized  nominator  is  a  Supervisor,  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency,  Planning 
Commissioner,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member,  or  property  owner. 

■  The  Board  of  Supervisors,  Planning  Commission,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
and  the  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree. 

■  The  head  of  a  City  department  or  agency  may  nominate  a  tree  on  property  under  their 
jurisdiction.  City  departments  and  agencies  should  conduct  an  internal  approval  process 
before  nominating  a  tree. 

•    A  property  owner  may  nominate  a  tree  on  his  or  her  property. 

■  A  member  of  the  public  may  ask  an  authorized  nominator  to  nominate  a  tree. 

I  am  one  of  the  following  authorized  nominators 

□  Property  owner 

5?  Board  of  Supervisor  member 

□  Head  of  a  city  department  or  agency 
[J  Planning  Commission  member 

□  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  member 

Please  note  that  a  permit  will  be  required  for  any  future  removal  of  a  landmark  tree. 

Pursuant  to  Ordinance  0017-06  and  Public  Works  Code  810,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  requests 
the  following  information. 

Authorized  nominator  (Supervisor,  Planning  Property  owner: 

Commission,  Landmarks  Advisory  Board, 
Head  of  City  Department,  Property  Owner): 

Tom  Ammiano 


Name  Name 
1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  Room  244 


Address  Address 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102    


Address  Address 
415-554-5144 


Phone  (day)  Phone  (day) 

415-544-5163 


Fax  #  Fax  # 
Tom.Ammiano@sfgov.org    


Email  Email 


35? 
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Member  of  the  public  who  initiated  nomination 
(if  applicable): 

Mike  Boss  

Name 

1615  Cortland  Ave.  

Address 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110  

Address 

415-559-0113  

Phone  (day) 


Fax  # 

Mboos@rockandrose.com  

Email 

I  am  an  authorized  nominator  and  I  support  this  nomination. 

 Signature 

 Date 

I  am  the  property  owner  and  I  grant  permission  for  city  staff  to  evaluate  the  nominated  tree  on 
the  property  with  advance  notice. 

 Signature 

 Date 

TREE  DESCRIPTION 

Tree  name  (species  and  common  name):   Sambucus  mexicana  -  Blue  EldenWry  

Number  of  trees:  1  

Street  address:   Folsom  at  Bernal  Heights  Blvd.  

Location  of  Tree:         D  Front  yard    □  Rear  yard    Q  Side  yard     D  Corner-side  yard 

□  Public  right-of-way   X  Public  lands    D  Not  sure 

□  Other:   . 

GPS  units  (OPTIONAL):   

Height  20  feet 

Average  canopy  width1   17  feet 

Circumference  at  chest  level2   inches 

Circumference  at  ground  level3   inches 

1  Distance  from  one  edge  to  opposite  edge  of  tree  canopy 

2  Distance  around  trunk  at  4.5  ft  off  the  ground,  http://www.isa-arbor.com/publications/tree-ord/heritaqe.aspx 

3  Distance  around  trunk  on  the  ground  where  the  trunk  meets  the  soil. 


The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  use  the  following  criteria  to  evaluate  each  potential  landmark  tree.  If  you 
need  more  space  to  describe  the  tree,  please  attach  additional  sheets. 
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Rarity:    X   Rare   Uncommon   Common   Other 

Unusual  species  in  San  Francisco.  Also  consider  rarity  in  California,  North  America,  world. 
Comment:     Rare  in  San  Francisco  


Size:    _X__Large   Medium   Small 

Notable  size  (height,  diameter,  canopy  width)  compared  to  other  trees  of  the  same  species. 
Comment:      Large  for  species  


Age:  Significantly  advanced  age  for  this  species  (known  or  estimated). 
Comment:  Unknown  


Historical  Association:  X  Yes   None  apparent 

Related  to  a  historic  or  cultural  building,  site,  street,  person,  event,  etc. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  tree  is  a  naturally  occurring  remnant  of  our  native  local  ecology, 
part  of  the  old  San  Francisco  forest  

Ethnic  appreciation:  X   Yes   None  apparent 

Particular  value  to  certain  ethnic  groups  in  neighborhood  or  city. 

Describe  nature  of  appreciation:  Possible  attachment  to  Native  American  population  

Neighborhood  appreciation:   Yes  X   None  apparent 

Multiple  indicators  such  as  letters  of  support,  petition,  outdoor  gatherings,  celebrations  adjacent  or 
related  to  tree,  etc.  Attach  documentation: 
Describe:  ,  


Planting  defines  neighborhood  character:   Yes  X  No 

Contributes  to  neighborhood  aesthetic. 

Describe  contribution:  


Profiled  in  a  publication  or  other  media:   Yes   X  Unknown 

Tree  has  received  print,  internet,  and/or  video  media  coverage.  Attach  documentation  if  appropriate. 
Describe  coverage:  


Updated  on  April  11,2007 


High  traffic  area:   Yes  X  No 

High  visibility,  possible  traffic  calming  effect. 

Describe:  Though  located  next  to  a  street,  this  is  not  a  high  traffic  area 


Low  tree  density:         X    Low   Moderate   High 

Tree  exists  in  a  neighborhood  with  very  few  trees. 

Describe:  


Extends  between  multiple  properties:   Yes  X  No 

High  visibility,  multiple  neighbors  share  tree. 

Describe:      Located  in  Bernal  Heights  Park  


Accessible  from  public  right-of-way;  _X_Yes   No 

High  visibility. 

Describe:  


Important  wildlife  habitat:  _X_Yes   No 

Wildlife  shelter  and/or  food  (observed  or  potential).  Describe  and  be  as  specific  as  possible.  Tree  is 
located  in  a  park  which  is  a  habitat  for  a  variety  of  wildlife  

Interdependent  group  of  trees:   Yes  _X_No 

This  tree  forms  a  supercanopy  and  removing  it  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  adjacent  trees. 
Describe:  


Erosion  control:   Yes  _X_No 

Tree  prevents  soil  erosion. 

Describe:  


Wind  or  sound  barrier:   Yes  _X_No 

Tree  reduces  wind  speed  or  mitigates  undesirable  noise. 
Describe: .  . 
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Prominent  landscape  feature:   Yes  X  No 

A  striking  and  outstanding  natural  feature. 

Describe,  attach  photo  if  possible:  


Character-defining  form:         X  Yes   No 

Tree  is  an  example  of  good  form  for  its  particular  species. 

Describe:  


Tree  condition:  X    Good   _Poor   .Hazard 

Consider  overall  tree  health  and  structure,  and  whether  or  not  tree  poses  a  hazard 

Describe:  


Additional  comments 


If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  form,  tree  terms  or  tree  concepts,  please  contact  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  staff  (below).  It  is  acceptable  if  you  cannot  provide  some  of  the 
information  requested  on  this  form. 

A  photograph  of  the  tree  must  be  submitted  with  this  form. 

Please  attach  optional  supporting  documents  such  as  letters,  arborist  report,  etc. 

Send  to:  Urban  Forestry  Council,  c/o  Grace  Ma,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
OR  grace.ma@sfgov.org 

Any  information  you  submit  will  be  part  of  the  public  record. 

The  Public  Records  Act  defines  a  "public  record"  broadly  to  include  "any  writing  containing  information  relating  to  the  conduct  of  the 
public's  business  prepared,  owned,  used  or  retained  by  any  state  or  local  agency,  regardless  of  the  physical  form  or  characteristics.' 
Govt  Code  §  6252(e).  The  Sunshine  Ordinance  defines  "public  information"  as  the  content  of  "public  records"  as  defined  in  the 
Public  Records  Act.  Admin  Code  §  67.20(b).  Pursuant  to  the  Public  Records  Act  and  Sunshine  Ordinance,  this  document  is  a  public 
record  and  will  be  available  to'the  public  upon  request,  at  the  hearing  site,  at  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  and  on  the  Urban 
Forestry  Council's  website.  Admin  Code  §§  8.16,  67.7  (b),  and  67.21(a). 


Application  received  date 

Received  by 

Tree  evaluation  form 

UFC  recommendation  date 

Board  of  Supervisors  Decision 

Landmark  Tree  # 

Title  recorded  date 
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CNPS  Yerba  Buena  Chapter 


September  17,  2007 

Supervisor  Tom  Ammiano 
District  9 

City  Hall,  Room  224 

1  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place  • 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4689 

Dear  Tom: 

We  are  writing  as  representatives  of  the  California  Native  Plant  Society,  Yerba 
Buena  Chapter,  in  support  of  your  nomination  of  the  blue  elderberry  tree 
{Sambucus  mexicand)  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Folsom  Street  and  Bernal  Heights 
Boulevard  for  Landmark  Tree  status. 

This  beautiful  neighborhood  icon  is  a  representative  of  a  species  native  to  San 
Francisco.  It  has  been  growing  on  the  site  for  considerably  more  than  sixty  years. 
It  is  visible  as  a  large  specimen  in  a  1948  aerial  photograph,  and  it  may  well  also  be 
present  in  a  1938  aerial  photograph,  although  we  cannot  identify  it  with  certainty. 
Blue  elderberries  provide  excellent  habitat  for  birds  and  other  wildlife. 

We  request  that,  in  the  process  of  landmarking  trees  on  public  land,  a  protocol  be 
followed  whereby  the  agency  responsible  for  management  of  that  land  be  included 
in  the  decision-making  process. 

Thank  you  for  your  thoughtful  recognition  of  one  of  the  valuable  natural 
resources  within  your  district. 

Yours  sincerely, 


Roland  &  Barbara  Pitschel 
California  Native  Plant  Society 
Yerba  Buena  Chapter 
Board  Members 

cc:  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment,  Urban  Forest  Council 


Letters  of  Support  E-Mailed  to  SFE  Staff  for  Sambucus  mexicana 


On  Nov  12,  2007,  Barbara  &  Roland  Pitschel  wrote: 

Hello  Mei  Ling- 
Roland  and  I  recently  wrote  a  letter  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  California  Native 
Plant  Society,  Yerba  Buena  Chapter,  in  support  of  the  nomination  of  the  blue  elderberry 
(Sambucus  mexicana)  near  the  coiner  of  Folsom  Street  and  Bemal  Heights  Boulevard  for 
Heritage  Tree  status. 

In  answer  to  some  of  your  questions,  it  is  our  conjecture  that  this  particular  specimen  of  a  tree 
that  is  native  to  San  Francisco  has  probably  existed  in  its  present  location  since  the  late  1930s  or 
early  1940s.  It  is  seen  as  a  large  specimen  in  a  1948  aerial  view  of  Bernal  Hilltop.  It  does  not 
appear  to  be  present  (or  it  is  very  small)  in  a  similar  1938  photo.  It  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
there  before  the  WPA  roadcut  begun  in  1935  that  established  Bernal  Heights  Boulevard.  It  may 
have  become  established  in  its  present  site  after  the  roadcut  daylighted  the  groundwater  seep  that 
occurs  at  that  part  of  the  hill. 

According  to  Charles  R.  Hatch  in  his  recently-published  University  of  California  Press  Book 
Trees  of  the  California  Landscape:  a  Photographic  Manual  of  Native  and  Ornamental  Trees,  the 
estimated  longevity  of  this  species  is  about  35  years,  after  which  it  loses  vigor.  Considering  that 
this  specimen  is  at  least  60  years  old,  still  flowering  and  fruiting  in  its  season,  and  a  species  native 
to  the  city,  we  think  in  its  old  age  (even  though  it  is  in  its  senescent  period),  it  deserves  to  be 
recognized  and  honored.  For  your  information,  I  will  quote  some  excerpts  from  the  Hatch  book 
to  give  you  a  better  idea  of  the  nature  of  this  tree  and  its  preferred  habitats. 

But  first,  I  would  like  to  say  that  you  are  right  to  express  concern  about  the  way  the  weedy 
Himalayan  blackberry  is  encroaching  on  the  tree.  Some  of  the  participants  in  the  Bernal  Hilltop 
Native  Grassland  Restoration  Project  work  parties,  which  meet  on  the  third  Sunday  of  each 
month,  will  begin  next  Sunday  (weather  permitting)  to  remove  some  of  this  invasive  species  from 
around  the  elderberry.  Perhaps  other  neighbors  would  like  to  help  with  this  project.  We  believe 
that  this  patriarch  should  be  respected  and  cared  for  and  will  endeavor  to  do  our  part. 

Some  quotes  from  the  Hatch  book  that  you  might  find  informative:  "Deciduous.  Native  to 
western  U.S.  from  the  Rocky  Mountains  to  British  Columbia,  usually  in  moist  soils  near  streams 
in  mountain  and  foothill  canyons  and  open  valleys.  Growth  rate  initially  fast  to  10-30'  tall  by  8- 
20'  wide,  forming  an  irregular,  broad-spreading  canopy,  with  many  trunks  or  with  a  large  main 
trunk  and  many  vigorous,  thin  branches  covered  by  dense  foliage.  ...  An  important  habitat  plant, 
providing  food  and  cover  for  birds  and  other  wildlife.  Seldom  cultivated,  but  with  careful 
pruning  can  develop  strong  trunks  as  a  flowering  and  fruiting  garden  tree  or  large  shrub. 
Naturally  quite  sprawling  and  rarely  attains  great  size.  Hardy  and  tolerates  heat  and  poor,  wet 
soils.  Longevity  estimated  to  be  about  35  years,  then  loses  vigor.  ..." 

If  we  can  be  of  additional  assistance,  please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely, 

— -Barbara  &  Roland  Pitschel 


go 


November  1 1  2007,  Peter  Brastow  wrote: 

We  echo  support  for  the  Landmark  status  for  the  Blue  Elderberry. 


Peter  Brastow 

Founding  Director,  Nature  in  the  City 

San  Francisco 
415-564-4107 
peter@natureinthecity.org 

http://www.sfwma.org 
http  ://w  w  w .  urbannature.  org 
http://www.ggnrabigyear.org 
http://www.natureinthecity.org 
Click  on  JOIN  and  become  a  member 

"Conservation,  viewed  in  its  entirety,  is  the  slow  and  laborious 
unfolding  of  a  new  relationship  between  people  and  the  land." 
-  Aldo  Leopold 


On  November  9.  2007,  Bobbie  Sue  Hood  wrote: 

11/9/2007 
Mei  Ling: 

Thanks  for  contacting  me  about  the  tree  near  the  north  parking  entrance  to 
Bernal  Heights  Park,  which  the  Dept.  of  the  Environment  may  potentially 
nominate  as  a  heritage  tree.  Here  are  the  addresses  and  names  I  promised 
you: 

Rachel  Kesel,  did  counts  of  people  visiting  the  park  a  year  or  two  ago: 
rachelkesel(g>  gmail.com,  greendogwalks(a>  gmail.com.  She  continues  to  be 
actively  interested  in  the  park  and  walks  dogs  there. 

Barbara  and  Roland  Pitchell  are  long  time  plant  activists,  with  special 
knowledge  of  the  park  grasslands  and  native  flora  and  fauna.  Barbara  works 
at  the  SF  Arboretum  in  GG  Park,  bpandrp@peoplepc.com 

I  look  forward  to  receiving  more  info  about  the  hearing  you  are  having 
about  whether  or  not  to  name  the  small  Blue  Elderberry  as  an  heritage  tree, 
You  described  it  as  near  the  top  of  Folsum,  just  before  the  north  parking 
lot.  It  is  sad  to  hear  that  the  little  native  species  tree  is  over-run 
with  blackberries.  Perhaps  some  voluteers  could  help  to  free  it  if  someone 
fom  your  office  could  be  present  to  make  sure  the  tree  is  correctly 
identified  and  protected. 
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When  I  get  the  information  about  the  hearing  from  you,  I  will  email  it  to 
Shuli  Goodman,  our  web  site  editor,  for  review  and  posting. 

Best  wishes, 
Bobbie  Sue 

Bobbie  Sue  Hood 

Bernal  Heights  Park  Association 

72  Andover  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 10 

Telephone  415  777  5775 

HMABSH@aol.com 
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FILE  NO.  071571 


[Landmark  Designation  Nomination  for  Tree  Located  at  1245  Masonic  Avenue] 

Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  Black  Acacia  Tree  at  1245  Masonic 
Avenue  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b), 
acknowledging  the  temporary  designation  of  such  tree  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code 
Section  810(d),  and  authorizing  other  official  acts  in  furtherance  of  this  Resolution. 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  Ordinance  No.  17-06,  which  amended 
the  Urban  Forestry  Ordinance,  Public  Works  Code  Sections  801  et  seq.  concerning  landmark 
and  significant  trees.  A  copy  of  said  Ordinance  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  File  No.  051458  and  is  incorporated  herein  by  reference;  and, 

WHEREAS,  As  part  of  the  implementation  of  Ordinance  No.  17-06,  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council,  after  duly  noticed  public  hearings,  developed  criteria  and  procedures  for  the 
designation  and  removal  of  landmark  trees  and  recommended  that  this  Board  of  Supervisors 
adopt  such  criteria  and  procedures.  Said  criteria  and  procedures  were  subsequently  adopted 
by  Resolution  No.  0440-06  which  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File 
No.  060487  and  is  incorporated  herein  by  reference;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Trees  provide  numerous  environmental,  social,  and  economic  benefits 
such  as  reducing  storm  water  runoff,  reducing  energy  use,  improving  air  quality,  increasing 
property  values,  shading  for  tenants,  and  promoting  wildlife  habitat;  and  provide  residents  with 
a  source  of  serenity  in  the  inner  city, 

WHEREAS,  The  purpose  of  this  resolution  shall  be  to  initiate  landmarking  proceedings 
for  one  Black  Acacia  Tree,  located  on  Assessor's  Block  [1244]  Lot  [005]  and  listed  individually 
below  with  corresponding  photographs  on  File  with  the  Clerk  and  referenced  herein;  and, 
/// 

Supervisors  Mirkarimi,  Peskin 

BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  Page  1 

11/12/2007 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Tails 


City  Hall 
1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4689 


Resolution 


File  Number: 


071571 


Date  Passed: 


Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  Black  Acacia  Tree  at  1245  Masonic  Avenue  for 
landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to  Pubiic  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  acknowledging  the  temporary 
designation  of  such  tree  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(d),  and  authorizing  other  official 
acts  in  furtherance  of  this  Resolution. 


November  20,  2007  Board  of  Supervisors  —  ADOPTED 


Ayes:  10  -  Alioto-Pier,  Ammiano,  Chu,  Daly,  Dufty,  Elsbernd,  Maxwell, 
McGoldrick,  Peskin,  Sandoval 
Absent:  1  -  Mirkarimi 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


I 


Printed  at  9:31  AM  on  11/21/07 


File  No.  071571  I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution 

was  ADOPTED  on  November  20,  2007  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco. 


\vu*  -en 

Date  Approved 


layor  Gavin  ifewsom 


File  No.  071571 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Tails  Report 


Printed  at  9:31  AM  on  11/21/07 


SF  URBAN  FOREST  COUNCIL'S  Landmark  Tree  Evaluation  Form  2007 


Evaluator's  Name:  carol^n  elair 
Date  of  Evaluation:  November  27,  2007 
Common  Name:  Blackwood  Acacia 
Street  Address:  1245  Masonic  Avenue 
Cross  Street:  Haight  Street 

Rare:  Common.  San  Francisco  DPW  started  planting  thousands  of  Blackwood  Acacia  street  trees  in  the 
1960s;  today  there  is  less  1  %  left  due  to  development. 

Size:  Very  large,  grand  size  for  San  Francisco;  only  1  %  of  our  total  population  of  large  trees,  one  of  the 
largest  street  trees.  There  are  other  larger  species  near  the  Morton  Bay  Fig  on  Valencia  and  Cesar 
Chavez. 

Age:  Around  50  years  of  age.  But  not  significant  for  its  species,  could  live  to  be  70  to100  years  old.  This 
species  is  a  survivor,  no  matter  how  many  times  it  is  hit  by  a  truck  or  van,  you  can't  kill  it  -  it  is  a  good 
street  tree  for  an  urban  setting. 

Historic  Significant  or  Association:  The  fact  that  this  tree  has  survived  particularly  in  this  location  is 
significant  and  a  historic.  It  is  part  of  the  1960  DPW  plantings  of  several  thousands  throughout  the  City. 
These  trees  are  part  of  the  historic  Haight  Ashbury  neighborhood,  significant  to  visitors  from  other  parts  of 
the  world.  The  tree's  size  and  beauty  complements  the  magnificent  three-story  Victorian  homes  built  in 
the  late  19th  century  and  located  on  this  stretch  of  Masonic  Avenue. 

Ethnic  Appreciation:  Don't  know. 

Neighborhood  Appreciation:  Yes!  In  February  and  June  of  2007,  "Long  term  neighbors  living  on 
Masonic  Avenue  wrote  several  letters  and  submitted  a  petition  with  twenty  nine  signatures  expressing 
concern  over  the  tremendous  loss  of  this  tree  to  the  SF  Board  of  Appeals.  At  two  DPW  hearings, 
compelling  arguments  were  received  and  overwhelming  testimony  was  heard  that  the  loss  of  this 
irreplaceable  tree  would  severely  impact  the  neighborhood.  Replacement  trees,  even  as  large  as  a  48" 
box  cquld  not  compare  to  the  size  of  this  mature,  visually  appealing  tree."  (Please  see  attachment) 

Planting  Defines  Neighborhood  Character:  Yes!  It  is  part  of  a  grove  of  trees  that  line  Masonic  Avenue. 

Prominent  Landscape  Feature:  Yes.  Due  to  the  Blackwood  Acacia's  size  and  maturity  it  is  an 
outstanding  group  of  mature  street  trees 

Character  Defining  Form:  Yes,  Large  exceptional  branch  structure  and  size. 

Profiled  in  a  publication  or  media:  Listed  in  Michael  Sullivan's  book,  The  Trees  of  San  Francisco.  (P. 
13)  Blackwood  Acacias  on  Masonic  Avenue. 

Tree  Condition:  Good.  The  fact  that  it  is  a  city  tree,  subject  to  various  adverse  conditions,  it  does  have 
some  health  problems  as  described  by  the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry.  However,  the  experts  agree  that 
the  tree  does  not  pose  an  immediate  hazard.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  has  agreed  to  monitor  this 
tree  on  a  regular  basis. 

Accessible  from  public  right  of  way:  Yes,  high  visibility  in  the  sidewalk  with  branches  out  over  curbs. 
High  Traffic  Area:  Yes,  contributes  greatly  to  traffic  calming  and  improving  pedestrian  safety. 
Wind  and  Sound  barrier:  Yes,  contributes  to  peace  and  quiet  for  residents. 
Important  Wildlife  Habitat:  Yes,  bird  songs  great! 


THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  TREE  COUNCIL,  INC. 


May  28,  2007  ' 

Board  of  Appeals 

1660  Mission  Street,  Room  3036 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Re:  Appeals  #  07-035. 

Support  for  DPW's  decision  to  deny  removal  of  one  Blackwood  Acacia  at  1245  Masonic 

Dear  Commissioners, 

The  San  Francisco  Tree  Council  (SFTC)  wholeheartedly  agrees,  and  supports  DPW's  decision  to  deny 
removal  of  one  significant  Blackwood  Acacia  at  1245  Masonic  Avenue,  San  Francisco. 

"Long  term  neighbors  living  on  Masonic  Avenue  wrote  several  letters  and  submitted  a  petition  with  29 
signatures  expressing  concern  over  the  tremendous  loss  of  this  tree.  At  two  hearings,  compelling 
arguments  were  received  and  overwhelming  testimony  was  heard  that  the  loss  of  this  irreplaceable  tree 
would  severely  impact  the  neighborhood.  Replacement  trees,  even  as  large  as  a  48"  box  could  not 
compare  to  the  size  of  this  mature,  visually  appealing  tree." 

"Due  to  the  significant  loss  the  removal  of  the  tree  would  pose  to  the  neighborhood,  the 
application  to  remove  the  tree  is  denied."  Fred  V.  Abadi,  Ph.D.,  Director  of  Public  Works 

This  beautiful,  majestic  tree,  enjoyed  by  the  entire  neighborhood,  and  one  of  the  last  few  mature  trees 
on  the  block/that  cleans  the  air  60%more  than  a  saplings,  buffers  traffic  noise  and  pollution,  is  traffic 
calming,  increasing  pedestrian  safety  on  this  dense  traffic  corridor  -  outweighs  the  luxury  of  one  private 
covered  parking  space,  in  a  transit  first  City,  concerned  with  increasing  our  quality  of  life,  protecting  our 
human  well  being  as  well  as  our  Cities  economic  health  and  safety. 

Please  uphold  DPW's  wise  decision  to  preserve  this  valuable  resource  and  deny  appeal  for  removal. 
Sincerely  yours, 

CAROLYN  blair,  Executive  Director 
2310  Powell  Street,  Suite  305 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 33 
sftreecouncil@.dslextreme.com 
415-982-8793 

Member:  SF  Urban  Forest  Council, 
SF  UFC  Landmark  Tree  Committee, 
CSFN  Open  Space  Advisor  Committee 


WORKING  TOGETHER  TO  PRESERVE  fc  PROTECT  OUR  COMMUNITX  URBAN  FOREST, 
FOR  NOURISHMENT  FOR  THE  SOUL,  CONSOLATION  FOR  THE  HEART 
AND  INSPIRATION  FOR  THE  MIND 
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Name:  v 
Address: 
Date: 


To:     Urban  Forestry  Council, 

Landmark  Tree  Committee 
1 1  Grove  St. 
San  Francisco,  Ca. 
94102 

Mei  Ling  Hui,  meiling.hui@sfgov.org 
Rick  Galbreath,  rickgalbreath@sfgov.org 

Dear  Landmark  Tree  Committee  members; 

I  am  writing  to  request  that  the  tree  in  front  of  the  property  at  1245  Masonic  St.  be  denied 
landmark  status.  This  tree  along  with  others  of  its  specie  on  our  street  is  not  popular  due 
to  the  many  leaves,  and  blossoms  it  drops  throughout  the  year.  The  blossoms,  when  not 
swept  up  create  a  hazard  walking  down  the  hill  when  they  are  wet.  The  tree  is  also 
potentially  hazardous  due  to  its  age,  decay  and  the  fact  that  others  have  recently  fallen  on 
our  street,  one  at  1239  Masonic  and  1253  Masonic. . 

Why  has  this  tree  been  recommended  for  land  mark  status  when  others  on  the  street  are 
larger  and  there  are  many  other  black  wood  acacia  trees  along  Haight  St  and  in  other 
neighborhoods?  I  understand  that  the  owner  of  the  property  at  1245  Masonic  has  been 
given  the  right  to  remove  the  tree  by  the  appeal  board  and  this  nomination  process  may 
further  deny  him  this  right  and  prevent  the  planting  of  two  replacement  trees  of  4  ft  by  4 
ft  size. 

To  land  mark  this  tree  is  an  affront  to  the  land  marking  process  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)  This  tree  is  not  a  unique  species,  but  rather  an  acacia,  prone  to  fall  over  in  winds. 

2)  The  tree  has  structural  problems  that  may  make  it  a  liability  to  the  city,  property 
owners,  pedestrians  and  cars  nearby. 

3)  There  are  several  other  worthy  trees  on  the  street  or  in  the  neighborhood. 

4)  It  has  no  historical  or  ethic  association  that  I  am  aware  of. 

5)  It  harbors  no  wildlife. 

Please  do  not  landmark  this  tree,  but  provide  the  owner  his  right  under  law  to  remove  and 
replace  the  tree  with  two  new  trees  of  notable  size  as  he  has  agreed  to  do. 


Name:[^^['(^\    (I,  • 
Address:  ^^tC  ,A>#. 


To:     Urban  Forestry  Council, 

Landmark  Tree  Cornmittee 
1 1  Grove  St. 
San  Francisco,  Ca. 
94102 

Mei  Ling  Hui,  meiling.hui@sfgov.org 
Rick  Galbreath,  rickgalbreath@sfgov.org 

Dear  Landmark  Tree  committee  members, 

Please  do  not  recommend  the  tree  in  front  of  1245  Masonic  Ave  as  a  landmark  tree.  I 
live  on  the  block  and  these  blackwood  acacia  trees  are  not  popular  here.  They  are  messy 
when  they  bloom,  and  are  an  allergy  source  to  me.  Two  of  these  trees  have  fallen  over  in 
the  winter  storms  recently  and  the  tree  in  question  has  structural  weaknesses. 

Although  this  particular  tree  is  nice  looking,  it  is  certainly  not  the  best  example  of  this 
specie  and  two  other  trees  on  the  block  are  bigger.  The  recommendation  to  landmark 
this  tree  is  suspect  and  I  believe  a  political  attempt  to  block  the  owner  of  the  property 
from  improving  the  neighborhood  by  adding  a  new  foundation  and  garage.  In  addition 
the  owner  plans  to  replace  the  tree  with  two  new  4  ft  by  4  ft  trees  which  will  certainly  add 
greenery  and  offset  any  ill  effects  of  removing  the  old  tree. 

It  seems  to  me  there  are  many  other  trees  in  San  Francisco  worthy  of  landmark  status. 
The  landmark  process  was  not  developed  to  become  a  neighborhood  political  tool  but 
rather  to  ensure  worthy  trees  are  protected  for  future  generations.  Please  refuse  to 
recommend  this  tree  for  landmark  status. 

Sincerely, 


Name:   laJ<*<~  ^^J(h^ 
Address:  I^%^kIc  A  jo-. 
Date:  W/^/Z^h 


To:     Urban  Forestry  Council, 

Landmark  Tree  Committee 

11  Grove  St. 

San  Francisco,  Ca. 

94102 

Mei  Ling  Hui,  meiling.hui@sfgov.org 
Rick  Galbreath,  rickgalbreath@sfgov.org 

Dear  Landmark  Tree  Committee  members; 

I  am  writing  to  request  that  the  tree  in  front  of  the  property  at  1245  Masonic  St.  be  denied 
landmark  status.  This  tree  along  with  others  of  its  specie  on  our  street  is  not  popular  due 
to  the  many  leaves,  and  blossoms  it  drops  throughout  the  year.  The  blossoms,  when  not 
swept  up  create  a  hazard  walking  down  the  hill  when  they  are  wet.  The  tree  is  also 
potentially  hazardous  due  to  its  age,  decay  and  the  fact  that  others  have  recently  fallen  on 
our  street,  one  at  1239  Masonic  and  1253  Masonic. . 

Why  has  this  tree  been  recommended  for  land  mark  status  when  others  on  the  street  are 
larger  and  there  are  many  other  black  wood  acacia  trees  along  Haight  St  and  in  other 
neighborhoods?  I  understand  that  the  owner  of  the  property  at  1245  Masonic  has  been 
given  the  right  to  remove  the  tree  by  the  appeal  board  and  this  nomination  process  may 
further  deny  him  this  right  and  prevent  the  planting  of  two  replacement  trees  of  4  ft  by  4 
ft  size. 

To  land  mark  this  tree  is  an  affront  to  the  land  marking  process  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)  This  tree  is  not  a  unique  species,  but  rather  an  acacia,  prone  to  fall  over  in  winds. 

2)  The  tree  has  structural  problems  that  may  make  it  a  liability  to  the  city,  property 
owners,  pedestrians  and  cars  nearby. 

3)  There  are  several  other  worthy  trees  on  the  street  or  in  the  neighborhood. 

4)  It  has  no  historical  or  ethic  association  that  I  am  aware  of. 

5)  It  harbors  no  wildlife. 

Please  do  not  landmark  this  tree,  but  provide  the  owner  his  right  under  law  to  remove  and 
replace  the  tree  with  two  new  trees  of  notable  size  as  he  has  agreed  to  do. 


Sincerely, 


MOV  3  0  2007 


BY: 


Name:  t*4<-*vJ  ^."i" 
Address:  Of.  T  S3  /M)**'^  & 


Date: 


To:     Urban  Forestry  Council, 

Landmark  Tree  Committee 
11  Grove  St. 
San  Francisco,  Ca. 
94102 

Mei  Ling  Hui,  meiling.hui@sfgov.org 
Rick  Galbreath,  rickgalbreath@sfgo v.  org 

Dear  Landmark  Tree  Committee  members; 


I  am  writing  to  request  that  the  tree  in  front  of  the  property  at  1245  Masonic  St.  be  denied 
landmark  status.  This  tree  along  with  others  of  its  specie  on  our  street  is  not  popular  due 
to  the  many  leaves,  and  blossoms  it  drops  throughout  the  year.  The  blossoms,  when  not 
swept  up  create  a  hazard  walking  down  the  hill  when  they  are  wet.  The  tree  is  also 
potentially  hazardous  due  to  its  age,  decay  and  the  fact  that  others  have  recently  fallen  on 
our  street,  one  at  1239  Masonic  and  1253  Masonic. . 

Why  has  this  tree  been  recommended  for  land  mark  status  when  others  on  the  street  are 
larger  and  there  are  many  other  black  wood  acacia  trees  along  Haight  St  and  in  other 
neighborhoods?  I  understand  that  the  owner  of  the  property  at  1245  Masonic  has  been 
given  the  right  to  remove  the  tree  by  the  appeal  board  and  this  nomination  process  may 
further  deny  him  this  right  and  prevent  the  planting  of  two  replacement  trees  of  4  ft  by  4 
ft  size. 

To  land  mark  this  tree  is  an  affront  to  the  land  marking  process  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)  This  tree  is  not  a  unique  species,  but  rather  an  acacia,  prone  to  fall  over  in  winds. 

2)  The  tree  has  structural  problems  that  may  make  it  a  liability  to  the  city,  property 
owners,  pedestrians  and  cars  nearby. 

3)  There  are  several  other  worthy  trees  on  the  street  or  in  the  neighborhood. 

4)  It  has  no  historical  or  ethic  association  that  I  am  aware  of. 

5)  It  harbors  no  wildlife. 

Please  do  not  landmark  this  tree,  but  provide  the  owner  his  right  under  law  to  remove  and 
replace  the  tree  with  two  new  trees  of  notable  size  as  he  has  agreed  to  do. 

Sincerely,      /  ' 


■  RECEIVED 

NOV  3  0  2007 


BY:  

V 


Name:  (//Mi/fa  ffltfNG^ 
Address:   frbSC  fa. 


To:     Urban  Forestry  Council, 

Landmark  Tree  Committee 
1 1  Grove  St. 
San  Francisco,  Ca. 
94102 

Mei  Ling  Hui,  meiling.hui@sfgov.org 
Rick  Galbreath,  rickgalbreath@sfgov.orR 

Dear  Landmark  Tree  committee  members, 

Please  do  not  recommend  the  tree  in  front  of  1245  Masonic  Ave  as  a  landmark  tree.  I 
live  on  the  block  and  these  blackwood  acacia  trees  are  not  popular  here.  They  are  messy 
when  they  bloom,  and  are  an  allergy  source  to  me.  Two  of  these  trees  have  fallen  over  in 
the  winter  storms  recently  and  the  tree  in  question  has  structural  weaknesses. 

Although  this  particular  tree  is  nice  looking,  it  is  certainly  not  the  best  example  of  this 
specie  and  two  other  trees  on  the  block  are  bigger.  The  recommendation  to  landmark 
this  tree  is  suspect  and  I  believe  a  political  attempt  to  block  the  owner  of  the  property 
from  improving  the  neighborhood  by  adding  a  new  foundation  and  garage.  In  addition 
the  owner  plans  to  replace  the  tree  with  two  new  4  ft  by  4  ft  trees  which  will  certainly  add 
greenery  and  offset  any  ill  effects  of  removing  the  old  tree. 

It  seems  to  me  there  are  many  other  trees  in  San  Francisco  worthy  of  landmark  status. 
The  landmark  process  was  not  developed  to  become  a  neighborhood  political  tool  but 
rather  to  ensure  worthy  trees  are  protected  for  future  generations.  Please  refuse  to 
recommend  this  tree  for  landmark  status. 


Sincerely, 


NOV  3  0  2007 


BY:. 


Mrs.  Claudia  M.  Abernathy 
1309  Waller  St 
San  Francisco,  Ca 
94117 


Urban  Forestry  Council, 
Landmark  Tree  Committee 
11  Grove  St. 
San  Francisco,  Ca. 
94102 

Dear  Landmark  Tree  Committee, 

I  request  the  landmark  nomination  for  the  tree  at  1245  Masonic  Ave  be  denied.  My 
house  is  near  the  corner  of  Waller  and  Masonic  and  can  see  the  tree  from  my  window. 
This  tree  is  not  particularly  significant  in  my  opinion  and  certainly  not  worthy  of  the 
landmark  status  which  should  be  reserved  for  the  finest  of  our  trees. 

I  sometimes  traverse  Masonic  St  down  the  hill  on  my  way  to  the  panhandle  to  walk  my 
dog.  With  my  arthritis  it  is  often  the  case  that  I  must  also  go  to  Buena  Vista  park  as  the 
path  is  more  level.  I  can't  imagine  why  a  tree  of  this  specie  with  its  frequent  droppings 
would  be  landmarked  as  it  certainly  would  be  a  hazard  to  me  in  the  event  that  I  walked  to 
Haight  St. 

I  have  been  informed  that  this  tree  has  significant  structural  weaknesses  which  could 
make  it  susceptible  to  falling  in  the  winter  as  two  other  trees  have  on  this  block.  Please 
deny  this  tree  landmark  status  and  provide  me  with  the  assurance  that  my  safety  and  the 
safety  of  others  in  the  neighborhood  is  of  more  importance. 

Sincerely, 


RECEIVED 

MOV  3  0  2007 
BY:   


Name:  L[)\J[  /) ,  ^^&£CC[^~ 

Address: /Z^B  C  Tfeo/UJC  SfW)1? 
Date:  h  /^/^ 


To:     Urban  Forestry  Council, 

Landmark  Tree  Committee 
11  Grove  St. 
San  Francisco,  Ca. 
94102 

Mei  Ling  Hui,  meiling.hui@sfgov.org 
Rick  Galbreath,  rickgalbreath@sfgov.org 

Dear  Landmark  Tree  Committee  members; 

I  am  writing  to  request  that  the  tree  in  front  of  the  property  at  1245  Masonic  St.  be  denied 
landmark  status.  This  tree  along  with  others  of  its  specie  on  our  street  is  not  popular  due 
to  the  many  leaves,  and  blossoms  it  drops  throughout  the  year.  The  blossoms,  when  not 
swept  up  create  a  hazard  walking  down  the  hill  when  they  are  wet.  The  tree  is  also 
potentially  hazardous  due  to  its  age,  decay  and  the  fact  that  others  have  recently  fallen  on 
our  street,  one  at  1239  Masonic  and  1253  Masonic£         fTT  iZ-^^/^j 


Why  has  this  tree  been  recommended  for  land  mark  status  when  others  on  the  street  are 
larger  and  there  are  many  other  black  wood  acacia  trees  along  Haight  St  and  in  other 
neighborhoods?  I  understand  that  the  owner  of  the  property  at  1245  Masonic  has  been 
given  the  right  to  remove  the  tree  by  the  appeal  board  and  this  nomination  process  may 
further  deny  him  this  right  and  prevent  the  planting  of  two  replacement  trees  of  4  ft  by  4 
ft  size. 

To  land  mark  this  tree  is  an  affront  to  the  land  marking  process  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)  This  tree  is  not  a  unique  species,  but  rather  an  acacia,  prone  to  fall  over  in  winds. 

2)  The  tree  has  structural  problems  that  may  make  it  a  liability  to  the  city,  property 
owners,  pedestrians  and  cars  nearby. 

3)  There  are  several  other  worthy  trees  on  the  street  or  in  the  neighborhood. 

4)  It  has  no  historical  or  ethic  association  that  I  am  aware  of. 

5)  It  harbors  no  wildlife. 

Please  do  not  landmark  this  tree,  but  provide  the  owner  his  right  under  law  to  remove  and 
replace  the  tree  with  two  new  trees  of  notable  size  as  he  has  agreed  to  do. 


Sincerely, 


Name:  f^'^'f  GU^oO'kA 
Address:    [Uq     LA  ^  A 

Date:  H/U/Z°*l 


To:     Urban  Forestry  Council, 

Landmark  Tree  Committee 
1 1  Grove  St. 
San  Francisco,  Ca. 
94102 

Mei  Ling  Hui,  meiling.hui@sfgov.org 
Rick  Galbreath,  rickgalbreath@sfgov.org 

Dear  Landmark  Tree  committee  members, 

Please  do  not  recommend  the  tree  in  front  of  1245  Masonic  Ave  as  a  landmark  tree.  I 
live  on  the  block  and  these  blackwood  acacia  trees  are  not  popular  here.  They  are  messy 
when  they  bloom,  and  are  an  allergy  source  to  me.  Two  of  these  trees  have  fallen  over  in 
the  winter  storms  recently  and  the  tree  in  question  has  structural  weaknesses. 

Although  this  particular  tree  is  nice  looking,  it  is  certainly  not  the  best  example  of  this 
specie  and  two  other  trees  on  the  block  are  bigger.  The  recommendation  to  landmark 
this  tree  is  suspect  and  I  believe  a  political  attempt  to  block  the  owner  of  the  property 
from  improving  the  neighborhood  by  adding  a  new  foundation  and  garage.  In  addition 
the  owner  plans  to  replace  the  tree  with  two  new  4  ft  by  4  ft  trees  which  will  certainly  add 
greenery  and  offset  any  ill  effects  of  removing  the  old  tree. 

It  seems  to  me  there  are  many  other  trees  in  San  Francisco  worthy  of  landmark  status. 
The  landmark  process  was  not  developed  to  become  a  neighborhood  political  tool  but 
rather  to  ensure  worthy  trees  are  protected  for  future  generations.  Please  refuse  to 
recommend  this  tree  for  landmark  status. 


Sincerely, 


Name:  / 
Address: 
Date: 


no  (y-AtaA 


To:      Urban  Forestry  Council, 

Landmark  Tree  Committee 
11  Grove  St. 
San  Francisco,  Ca. 
94102 

Mei  Ling  Hui,  meiling.hui@sfeov.org 
Rick  Galbreath,  rickgalbreath@sfeov.org 

Dear  Landmark  Tree  committee  members, 

Please  do  not  recommend  the  blackwood  acacia  tree  in  front  of  1245  Masonic  Ave  as  a 
landmark  tree.  I  own  a  property  on  this  block  and  believe  approving  this  nomination  may 
set  a  bad  precedent  for  nominating  others  on  block  or  other  trees  in  similar 
circumstances.  Landmarking  a  tree  in  front  of  a  property  without  the  owner's  agreement 
represents  a  taking  of  property  rights  and  further  erodes  the  confidence  of  citizens  to 
plant  additional  trees. 

I  believe  the  owner  should  have  a  right  to  replace  the  structurally  damaged  tree  with  two 
new  4  ft  by  4  ft  trees  which  will  certainly  add  greenery  and  offset  any  ill  effects  of 
removing  the  old  tree. 

It  seems  to  me  there  are  many  other  trees  in  San  Francisco  worthy  of  landmark  status. 
The  landmark  process  was  not  developed  to  become  a  neighborhood  political  tool  but 
rather  to  ensure  worthy  trees  are  protected  for  future  generations.  Please  refuse  to 
recommend  this  tree  for  landmark  status. 


Sincerely, 


h  ,  M f  Mat?* 


RkCEIVED 


NOV  2  9  2JJ07 


E.  David  Keller 
1315  Waller  St 
San  Francisco,  Ca 
94117 


BY: 


Urban  Forestry  Council, 
Landmark  Tree  Committee 
11  Grove  St 
San  Francisco,  Ca. 
94102 

Dear  Landmark  Tree  Committee, 

I  reside  on  Waller  St  in  clear  view  of  the  trees  along  Masonic  Ave.  I  have  been  informed 
that  a  blackwood  acacia  tree  1245  Masonic  Ave  has  been  nominated  for  landmark  tree 
status.  I  am  also  aware  that  the  owner  of  the  property,  Mr.  Stephen  B.  Haigh  does  not 
desire  the  tree  to  be  land  marked,  was  granted  the  right  to  remove  it  by  the  appeal  board, 
and  plans  to  replace  it  with  two  large  trees. 

I  request  the  landmark  nomination  be  denied.  The  acacia  tree  is  a  messy  tree  and  often 
this  sidewalk  is  covered  with  tree  blossoms  when  the  trees  are  in  bloom  which  causes  a 
hazard  as  pedestrians  walk  toward  Haight  St.  Two  of  these  trees  fell  in  the  winter  storms 
recently  and  I  have  been  informed  the  tree  in  question  has  structural  weaknesses. 

I  am  surprised  that  a  tree  such  as  this  with  no  significant  attributes,  certainly  not  the 
largest,  and  of  which  there  are  many  others  of  its  specie  would  be  nominated  for 
landmark  status.  The  only  conclusion  that  can  be  made  is  that  this  tree  has  become  a 
divisive  factor  for  the  neighborhood  and  that  the  landmark  process  has  become 
politicized.  Please  do  the  right  thing,  provide  the  owner,  Mr.  Haigh  with  his  just  course 
and  bring  reconciliation  to  the  neighborhood  by  refusing  to  recommend  this  tree  for 
landmark  status. 


Sincerely, 


E.  David  Keller 


Name:  i^Hu     n^O^  ] 
Address:  \^>H4  v^s* 
Date:        i  <  s 


To:     Urban  Forestry  Council, 

Landmark  Tree  Committee 
1 1  Grove  St. 
San  Francisco,  Ca. 
94102 

Mei  Ling  Hui,  meiling.hui(q),sfgov.org 
Rick  Galbreath,  rickgalbreath@sfgov.org 


NOV  2  0  2OO7 


BY: 


0^ 


Dear  Landmark  Tree  Committee  members; 

I  am  writing  to  request  that  the  tree  in  front  of  the  property  at  1245  Masonic  St.  be  denied 
landmark  status.  This  tree  along  with  others  of  its  specie  on  our  street  is  not  popular  due 
to  the  many  leaves,  and  blossoms  it  drops  throughout  the  year.  The  blossoms,  when  not 
swept  up  create  a  hazard  walking  down  the  hill  when  they  are  wet.  The  tree  is  also 
potentially  hazardous  due  to  its  age,  decay  and  the  fact  that  others  have  recently  fallen  on 
our  street,  one  at  1239  Masonic  and  1253  Masonic. . 

Why  has  this  tree  been  recommended  for  land  mark  status  when  others  on  the  street  are 
larger  and  there  are  many  other  black  wood  acacia  trees  along  Haight  St  and  in  other 
neighborhoods?  I  understand  that  the  owner  of  the  property  at  1245  Masonic  has  been 
given  the  right  to  remove  the  tree  by  the  appeal  board  and  this  nomination  process  may 
further  deny  him  this  right  and  prevent  the  planting  of  two  replacement  trees  of  4  ft  by  4 
ft  size. 

To  land  mark  this  tree  is  an  affront  to  the  land  marking  process  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)  This  tree  is  not  a  unique  species,  but  rather  an  acacia,  prone  to  fall  over  in  winds. 

2)  The  tree  has  structural  problems  that  may  make  it  a  liability  to  the  city,  property 
owners,  pedestrians  and  cars  nearby. 

3)  There  are  several  other  worthy  trees  on  the  street  or  in  the  neighborhood. 

4)  It  has  no  historical  or  ethic  association  that  I  am  aware  of. 

5)  It  harbors  no  wildlife. 

Please  do  not  landmark  this  tree,  but  provide  the  owner  his  right  under  law  to  remove  and 
replace  the  tree  with  two  new  trees  of  notable  size  as  he  has  agreed  to  do. 


Sincerely, 


To:     Urban  Forestry  Council, 


Name: 

Address: 

Date: 


/ 


Landmark  Tree  Committee 
11  Grove  St. 
San  Francisco,  Ca. 
94102 


RECEIVED 


Mei  Ling  Hui,  meiling.hui@sfgov.org 
Rick  Galbreath,  rickgalbreath@sfgov.org 


BY: 


Dear  Landmark  Tree  committee  members, 

Please  do  not  recommend  the  tree  in  front  of  1245  Masonic  Ave  as  a  landmark  tree.  I 
live  on  the  block  and  these  blackwood  acacia  trees  are  not  popular  here.  They  are  messy 
when  they  bloom,  and  are  an  allergy  source  to  me.  Two  of  these  trees  have  fallen  over  in 
the  winter  storms  recently  and  the  tree  in  question  has  structural  weaknesses. 

Although  this  particular  tree  is  nice  looking,  it  is  certainly  not  the  best  example  of  this 
specie  and  two  other  trees  on  the  block  are  bigger.  The  recommendation  to  landmark 
this  tree  is  suspect  and  I  believe  a  political  attempt  to  block  the  owner  of  the  property 
from  improving  the  neighborhood  by  adding  a  new  foundation  and  garage.  In  addition 
the  owner  plans  to  replace  the  tree  with  two  new  4  ft  by  4  ft  trees  which  will  certainly  add 
greenery  and  offset  any  ill  effects  of  removing  the  old  tree. 

It  seems  to  me  there  are  many  other  trees  in  San  Francisco  worthy  of  landmark  status. 
The  landmark  process  was  not  developed  to  become  a  neighborhood  political  tool  but 
rather  to  ensure  worthy  trees  are  protected  for  future  generations.  Please  refuse  to 
recommend  this  tree  for  landmark  status. 


Sincerely, 


11 


FILE  NO.  071405 


RESOLUTION  NO.  5$^^ 


1  [Landmark  Designation  nomination  for  Mary  Ellen  Pleasant  Trees  located  at  1661  Octavia  Street.] 
2 

3  Resolution  of  intent  initiating  the  nomination  of  the  mature  blue  gum  (Eucalyptus  globulus) 

4  trees  located  at  1661  Octavia  Street  (Assessor's  Block  647  lot  002)  for  landmark  tree  status 

5  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  acknowledging  the  temporary  designation 

6  of  such  tree  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Section  810(d),  and  authorizing  other  official  acts  in 
•  7  furtherance  of  the  Resolution. 

8 

9  WHEREAS,  a  landmark  tree  is  a  tree  on  private  or  public  property  that  has  special 

10  characteristics  including  size,  age,  historical  significance,  and  cultural  value;  and, 

1 1  WHEREAS,  Mary  Ellen  Pleasant  planted  the  trees  at  1661  Octavia  Street  giving  them  an 

12  important  historical  association;  and, 

13  WHEREAS,  Mary  Ellen  Pleasant,  was  a  significant  figure  in  San  Francisco's  history.  Ms 

14  Pleasant  was  a  19th  Century  female  entrepreneur  of  partial  African  descent  who  used  her  fortune 

15  to  further  abolition.  She  worked  on  the  Underground  Railroad  across  many  states  and  then  helped 

16  bring  it  to  California  during  the  Gold  Rush  Era.  She  was  a  friend  and  financial  supporter  of  John 

17  Brown  and  well  known  in  abolitionist  circles.  After  the  Civil  War  she  took  her  battles  to  the  courts 

18  and  won  several  civil  rights  victories,  one  of  which  was  cited  and  upheld  in  the  1980's  and 

19  resulted  in  her  being  called,  "The  Mother  of  Human  Rights  in  California";  and, 

20  WHEREAS,  Landmark  trees  have  an  especially  prominent  and  beautiful  visual  impact  and 

21  are  of  notable  size;  and, 

22  WHEREAS,  these  trees  have  been  profiled  in  print  and  other  media  coverage,  including 

23  The  Trees  of  San  Francisco  by  Michael  Sullivan;  and, 

24  WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  Ordinance  Number  17-06,  an  amendment 

25  to  Public  Works  Code  -  Sections  801 ,  landmark  trees,  significant  trees,  and  penalties  for  violations 


Supervisors  Sophie  Maxwell,  Ross  Mirkarimi 
BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 
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1 0/2/2007 

cViocijiTit  ns  isn  x.^>VIVailiugW3U9C>rTiiraT*s  «<^uw  -  ■  - 
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in  support  of  a  landmark  tree  program  a  copy  of  said  Ordinance  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  in  file  number  051458  which  is  incorporated  herein  by  reference;  and, 
WHEREAS,  The  City's  Urban  Forestry  Council  developed  landmark  tree  designation 
criteria,  forms,  and  procedure  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  Resolution  Enacted  Number.  440- 
06,  adopted  said  criteria.  A  copy  of  such  Resolution  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  file  Number  060487  which  is  incorporated  herein  by  reference;  and,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  The  Board,  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b),  hereby 
adopts  this  Resolution  of  intent  to  initiate  landmark  tree  designation  for  the  mature  blue  gum 
(Eucalyptus  globulus)  trees  located  at  1661  Octavia  Street  (Assessor's  Block  647  lot  002),  and 
acknowledges  the  temporary  designation  of  such  tree  for  landmark  tree  status  pursuant  to  Public 
Works  Code  Section  810(d);  and,  be  it, 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  The  Board  directs  the  Clerk  to  forward  this  Resolution  and 
accompanying  documents  contained  in  the  file  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  begin  the 
landmark  tree  designation  process  for  the  subject  tree;  and,  be  it, 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  The  Board  urges  the  Director  of  Public  Works  to  immediately 
notify  the  affected  property  owner  of  the  pending  nomination  and  inform  said  owner  of  the  special 
permit  and  approval  requirements  for  removal  of  landmark  trees  under  Public  Works  Code 
Section  810(f)  if  such  notification  has  not  yet  occurred. 


Supervisors  Sophie  Maxwell,  Ross  Mirkarimi 
BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 
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October  16,  2007  Board  of  Supervisors  —  ADOPTED 


Ayes:  9  -  Alioto-Pier,  Ammiano,  Elsbernd,  Chu,  Maxwell,  McGoldrick,  Mirkarimi, 
Peskin,  Sandoval 
Absent:  2  -  Daly,  Dufty 
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1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  1 0:05 
a.m.  Present:  Chair  Milne;  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Habert,  Hillan,  Miller, 
Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sherk  and  Short.  Excused:  Members  Griswold,  Marks,  and  Sustarich. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  October  23,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action.)  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Hillan  and  second  by  Member  Cohen,  the 
October  23,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Chair  Milne, 
Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Sherk,  Short  and  Sustarich)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes 

Of  the  October  23,  2007  Regular  Meeting  (Word)  http://sfgov.org/sit^sfenvironment  page.asp°id=70637). 

3.  Better  Streets  Program  as  it  relates  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Better  Streets  Plan  Presentation  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 

(PDF)  http://web  1  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvuoiiinent/meetings/ufc/supportln g/2007/BetterStreetsPlanPresentation.  pdf) . 

Sponsor:  Chair  Terry  Milne 
Speaker:  Adam  Varat,  Planner,  City  Planning  Department 

Mr.  Varat  reported  that  he  is  managing  the  Better  Streets  Plan  and  introduced  Mr.  Andres  Power 
who  would  be  managing  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  the  Better  Streets  Plan 
would  include  standards  and  guidelines  on  urban  forest  considerations,  and  the  Urban  Forest  Plan 
would  contain  details  such  as  placement,  location  and  design  considerations  of  street  trees  and  other 
plantings.  Mr.  Varat  presented  an  overview  on  the  Planning  Department's  work  on  the  Better 
Streets  Plan  discussing  why  a  Better  Streets  Plan  is  needed,  what  a  Better  Streets  Plan  is,  draft 
concepts  and  recommendations,  urban  forest  considerations,  current  achievements,  and  next  steps. 
Topics  discussed  included: 


•  Why  a  Better  Streets  Plan  is  needed — streets  take  up  about  25%  of  the  City's  land  and  can  be 
better  utilized  in  order  to  create  a  more  generous  pedestrian  environment,  better  landscaping, 
and  more  ecological  functioning.  Another  major  goal  is  to  coordinate  with  other  City 
agencies  on  standards,  guidelines  and  practices  so  there  is  more  consistency  with  street 
design. 

•  What  is  the  end  result  for  a  Better  Streets  Plan:  standards  and  guidelines  for  how  to  design 
and  maintain  the  pedestrian  environment  that  can  be  used  by  city  agency  designers, 
community  members,  and  private  developers. 

•  What  will  the  Better  Streets  Plan  cover:  ecological  and  streetscape  features;  sidewalk  and 
curb  dimensions. 
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•  Draft  Concepts  for  streets  types  (residential,  commercial,  industrial,  special  and  small  streets) 
and  sidewalk  zones  (edge,  furnishings,  throughway  and  frontage). 

•  Streetscape  Design:  urban  forest  considerations  including  constraints  and  draft 
recommendations : 

Objective  1 :  Maximize  opportunities  for  healthy  well  maintained  street  trees  and  other 

plantings  in  the  public  right  of  way.  Discussed  issues  that  include  (1)  researching  strategies 

to  consolidate  utilities  and  minimize  impact  of  placement,  (2)  restricting  driveway  cuts  that 

limit  where  trees  can  be  planted;  and  (3)  improve  tree  planting  standards. 

Objective  2:  Minimize  cluttering  elements  in  the  streetscape. 

Objective  3:  Use  urban  forest  elements  to  give  a  sense  of  design,  definition  and 

neighborhood  identity. 

•  Current  Achievements,  Next  Steps  and  Public  Process:  define  visions  and  goals  (Spring  07); 
draft  concepts  (Summer  07);  refined  guidelines  and  policies  (Fall  07);  Draft  Plan  for  review 
(Winter/Spring  08). 

Detailed  information  can  be  accessed  by  clicking  on  the  Better  Streets  Plan  explanatory  document 
presentation  link  above. 

Council  members  provided  recommendations  that  included: 

•  Add  functional  opportunities;  e.g.,  how  the  ecological  place  can  become  part  of  the  - 
aesthetic.  Reframe  the  definition  of  the  place  to  look  not  just  at  the  utilities  and  things  we  see 
in  a  place,  but  what  goes  on  beneath  the  ground  and  utilities  and  what  might  have  been  there 
before  the  utilities  and  street  was  there  as  part  of  the  design  solution.  Expand  the  kind  of 
species  and  explore  some  of  the  more  native  species  that  are  not  usually  used  in  San 
Francisco.  The  Better  Streets  Plan  effort  should  be  coordinated  with  all  of  the  different  City 
agency  street  plans  that  are  being  worked  on  (BS). 

•  Consider  the  City's  Urban  Design  Plan  that  encourages  street  trees  on  corner  intersections 
into  the  concept  (CB). 

•  Preserve  and  maintain  existing  trees  on  streets  and  in  new  developments  (JC). 

•  Work  with  other  City  agencies  to  make  sure  Better  Street  Plan  recommendations  are  actually 
implemented;  consider  funding  to  implement  recommendations;  and  consult  the  Urban  Forest 
Plan  on  the  disposition  of  existing  street  trees  in  the  eleven  neighborhood  districts  (DH). 

•  Insure  implementation  methods  by  adding  Better  Streets  Plan  recommendations  to  Codes, 
legislation,  etc.  (KQ). 

•  Representative  agencies  to  give  presentations  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  on  street  plans 
that  are  being  implemented  in  order  to  discuss  elements  of  design  (TM). 

•  Submit  initial  draft  public  review  documents  to  the  Council  so  they  can  be  reviewed  and 
input  can  be  provided  into  planning  projects  (CS). 

•  Council  member  to  be  directly  involved  with  the  Better  Streets  Plan  planning  process  (BS). 

Mr.  Andres  Power  reported  that  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  that  the  Council  approved  in  2006  would  be  a 
framework  to  be  build  on  with  recommendations  made  from  the  Better  Streets  Plan.  It  was  stated  that 
the  Urban  Forest  Plan  would  contain  higher  level  policy  recommendations  and  funding  opportunities. 

Item  6  was  heard  before  Item  4. 
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4.  Landmark  Tree  Nominations.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  hear  the  Landmark  Tree 

Committee  recommendations  for  trees  nominated  for  landmark  tree  status  at  the  following  addresses: 
(Discussion  and  Action). 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion,  the  Council  voted  on  whether  to  approve,  reject,  or  not  take 
action  on  the  nominations  and  adopted  written  findings  to  support  its  decision  to  forward  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors. 

Member  Boss  discussed  the  Council's  process  for  landmarking  trees  and  presented  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  written  findings  on  landmark  tree  nominations  ((Explanatory  Document:  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  Written  Findings  for  the  two  Flowering  Ash  trees,  Moreton  Bay  Fig  tree,  Blue 

Elderberry  Tree  (PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviiomTient/meetings/ufc/supportmg/2007/WritteriFindin  and 

Blackwood  Acacia  (PDF) 

http.V/webl  ■sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviromnent/meetings/ufc/supporting/2007/WrittenFindings1245Mason 

Two  Flowering  Ash  trees  (Fraxinus  ornus)  located  at  500  Cortland  Street  in  front  of  the 
Bernal  Heights  Library  (Assessor's  Block  5707,  Lot  027).  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban 
Forestry  Council  Resolutions  and  meeting  packet  Tree  1  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviromnent/meetings/ufc/supporting/2007/Res011-07-UFC  and  Tree 

2  http://webl.sfgov.org/siteAiploadedfiles/sfenvirorimert 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Roy  Leggitt,  consulting  arborist,  reported  that  he  had  provided  a  letter 
relaying  his  impression  of  the  two  Flowering  Ash  trees.  It  was  stated  that  these  trees  (1)  are  very 
rare  in  San  Francisco  and  in  the  Bay  Area;  (2)  the  only  other  examples  that  he  is  aware  of  are  in  Palo 
Alto  as  street  trees;  (3)  are  an  unusual  type  of  Ash  tree  that  does  not  become  genetically  large,  and 
these  are  quite  large  for  the  species;  (4)  do  have  imperfections  making  the  tree  less  than  ideal;  but 
does  not  believe  they  are  unsound;  and  (5)  have  an  association  with  the  Bernal  Heights  Library, 
which  potentially  may  be  a  landmark  building. 

Member  Boss  reported  on  (1)  a  letter  submitted  by  Mr.  Ted  Kipping,  arborist,  suggesting  that  the 
trees  should  be  landmarked,  and  that  they  are  among  the  largest  of  their  kind  in  the  City,  and  (2)  a 
letter  of  support  for  landmarking  by  the  Bernal  Heights  Neighborhood  Center.  Council  members 
discussed  creating  correspondence  directed  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  suggesting  their  ideas  for 
preservation  of  these  trees. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Hillan  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  the  two  Flowering  Ash 
trees  located  at  500  Cortland  Street  were  approved  for  recommendation  for  landmark  tree 
status  with  findings. 

VOTE:     Adopted  11-0  (4  absent) 

AYES:     Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Hillan,  Habert, 
Miller,  Sherk,  Rodgers,  Short 
NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  Members  Griswold,  Nervo,  Marks,  Sustarich 

Moreton  Bay  Fig  tree  (Ficus  macrophylla)  located  at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street  (Assessor's 
Block  6575,  Lot  002).  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Forestry  Council  Resolution  and  meeting 

packet  (PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfile3/sfenvironment/meetings'ufc  supporting 2007 Res013-07- 
UFC3555CesarChavezFullPacket(  1  Vpdf)  ■ 
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Upon  Motion  by  Member  Blair  and  second  by  Member  Boss,  the  Moreton  Bay  Fig  tree  located 
at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street  was  approved  for  recommendation  for  landmark  tree  status  with 
findings. 

VOTE:     Adopted  11-0  (4  absent) 

AYES:     Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Hillan,  Habert, 
Miller,  Sherk,  Rodgers,  Short 
NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  Members  Griswold,  Nervo,  Marks,  Sustarich 

Blue  Elderberry  Tree  (Sambucus  Mexicana)  located  at  Folsom  Street  and  Bernal  Heights 
Boulevard  in  the  Bernal  Heights  Natural  Area  (Assessor's  Block  5548,  Lot  002).  (Explanatory 
Document:  Urban  Forestry  Council  Resolution  and  meeting  packet  (PDF) 

http://webl,sfgov.org/sit6/uploadedfiles/sfenvi^ 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Hillan  and  second  by  Member  Cohen  the  Blue  Elderberry  Tree 
located  at  Folsom  Street  and  Bernal  Heights  Boulevard  in  the  Bernal  Heights  Natural  Area 
was  approved  for  recommendation  for  landmark  tree  status  with  findings. 

VOTE:     Adopted  11-0  (4  absent) 

AYES:     Chair  Mime,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Hillan,  Habert, 
Miller,  Sherk,  Rodgers,  Short 
NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  Members  Griswold,  Nervo,  Marks,  Sustarich 

Findings  that  will  be  part  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Resolution  endorsing  landmark  tree 
status  on  the  above  four  trees  can  be  accessed  by  clicking  on  this  weblink:  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviromTient/meetings/ufc/supportuig/2007AVritteiiFindin         Resolutions  will  be  forwarded 

to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  their  determination  of  landmark  tree  status. 

Blackwood  Acacia  Tree  (Acacia  melanoxylon)  located  at  1245  Masonic  Avenue  (Assessor's 
Block  1244,  Lot  005)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Urban  Forestry  Council  Resolution  (PDF) 

http://wcbl.sfgov.org/sit(yuploadedfiles/sfenvironment/mectings/ufc/supporting/2007/Res015-07-UFC1245Masonic.pdf  and  Meeting 

Packet  (PDF)  Part  1 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/ufc  landmarktree/supportinq/2007/1245MasonicBackqroundPacketPart1 

jjdf  and  Part  2  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc  landmarktree/supportinq/2007/1245MasonicBackqroundPacketPart2 
jBfiU). 

Member  Short  requested  recusal  from  voting  as  she  had  played  an  extensive  role  representing  DPW 
when  the  tree  came  before  them  as  an  application  for  removal,  at  the  departmental  hearing,  and  at 
the  Board  of  Appeals  hearing.  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Rodgers  and  second  by  Member 
Hillan,  Member  Short  was  recused  without  objection  (Absent:  Members  Griswold,  Nervo, 
Marks,  Sustarich). 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Rick  Galbreath,  Legislative  Aide  to  Supervisor  Ross  Mirkarimi,  stated  that  if  this  tree  were  to 
not  be  landmarked,  the  Board  of  Appeals  decision  would  become  operative,  and  the  tree  would 
likely  be  taken  down.  Mr.  Galbreath  reported  that  the  underlying  reason  for  removing  the  tree  is  no 
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longer  relevant  as  DPW  has  informed  him  that  a  curb  cut  will  not  be  approved  for  the  anticipated 
garage.  Mr.  Galbreath  stated  that  because  of  this  reason,  neighborhood  appreciation,  and  that  the 
tree  is  now  more  closely  being  monitored  by  DPW,  they  would  be  happy  to  have  the  tree 
landmarked  if  that  would  be  the  Council's  decision. 

Mr.  Gabriel  Berns,  1235  Masonic  Avenue,  discussed  the  15  letters  from  neighborhood  residents  and 
petitions  signed  by  29  people  saying  that  they  would  not  like  this  tree  to  be  removed.  Mr.  Berns 
stated  that  there  are  four  Blackwood  Acacia  trees  in  that  location  that  form  a  grove  and  are  an 
interesting  collection  of  trees  that  grace  an  area  of  historic  value.  Mr.  Berns  believes  the  other  trees 
should  also  be  considered  for  landmark  status.  It  was  stated  that  the  property  owner  at  1 245 
Masonic  had  hired  paid  consultants  to  claim  that  the  tree  is  dangerous  and  is  likely  to  fall.  Mr.  Berns 
stated  that  the  property  owner  wanted  to  remove  the  tree  so  he  could  build  a  garage,  which  has  not 
been  approved  for  construction.  It  was  reported  that  Mr.  Brennan,  an  arborist,  and  DPW  had 
indicated  that  the  tree  is  not  in  danger  of  immediate  falling.  Member  Boss  report  that  Mr.  Brennan 
had  indicated  that  the  tree  is  a  moderate  hazard. 

Mr.  Keith  Saggers,  Volunteer,  San  Francisco  Tree  Council,  stated  that  this  tree  is  part  of  a  historic 
planting  of  Blackwood  Acacias  planted  by  DPW  in  the  City  during  the  1960's  and  1970's  that  thrive 
in  coastal  conditions.  The  Board  of  Appeals  granted  the  tree  removal  so  an  entrance  to  a  garage 
could  be  built  at  the  house  at  1245  Masonic.  The  Planning  Department  is  denying  the  permit  to 
build  a  garage  due  to  bay  window  and  sidewalk  encroachment.  Mr.  Saggers  stated  that  the 
Blackwood  Acacias  on  this  block  are  all  magnificent  trees  and  should  all  be  landmarked. 

Mr.  Stephen  Haigh,  property  owner,  1245  Masonic,  stated  that  the  tree  was  approved  for  removal  by 
the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  (BUF)  on  November  28,  2006.  A  DPW  staff  member  had  examined 
the  tree  and  reported  that  it  had  significant  trunk  injury,  one  limb  was  broken  off,  there  were 
sidewalk  repairs  in  1996  and  2006,  and  some  decline  in  the  canopy  had  been  noticed.  Mr.  Haigh 
stated  that  Ms.  Short,  arborist  for  BUF,  in  the  transcript  for  the  final  Board  of  Appeals  hearing, 
stated  that  many  of  the  arborists  who  examined  this  tree  felt  that  it  had  significant  structural 
problems.  Mr.  Ed  Brennan,  consulting  arborist,  stated  that  the  trunk  wound  and  associated  decay 
represented  significant  decay  in  the  structure,  the  condition  being  poor.  Mr.  Leggitt,  consulting 
arborist,  after  a  resistograph  test  indicated  that  it  was  predisposed  to  failure  on  the  east  or  west  side, 
the  east  side  being  the  street  where  there  is  auto  traffic  and  pedestrians;  the  west  side  is  the  1 245 
Masonic  side  property.  Mr.  Haigh  stated  that  the  Board  of  Appeals  had  voted  in  his  favor,  and  he 
planned  to  plant  at  his  own  expense  two  48x48  Boxwood  trees  to  replace  the  one  he  is  removing  and 
would  be  responsible  for  maintaining  the  trees  for  three  years.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the 
majority  of  neighborhood  support  for  not  landmarking  the  tree  and  the  minimal  support  for 
landmarking.  Mr.  Haigh  also  noted  that  some  of  the  information  presented  on  the  historical 
significance  of  the  tree  and  as  a  wildlife  habitat  was  inaccurate. 

Mr.  Roy  Leggitt,  consulting  arborist,  stated  that  he  had  been  hired  by  Mr.  Haigh  to  examine  the  tree 
at  1245  Masonic.  Mr.  Leggitt  indicated  that  there  are  two  reports  and  photographs  that  he  had 
submitted  related  to  the  site  conditions  and  proposed  construction.  The  Council  was  asked  to  review 
the  photographs  to  understand  that  there  has  been  significant  trenching  and  concrete  replacement  had 
occurred  for  various  reasons;  e.g.,  sewer  line  repair,  PG&E  underground  utility  installation,  and 
sidewalk  damage  associated  with  the  base  of  the  tree.  With  those  kinds  of  impacts,  the  base  of  the 
tree  is  significantly  compromised  and  removing  roots  adversely  affects  both  the  tree's  health  and 
stability.  Mr.  Leggitt  reported  that  it  is  clear  that  there  is  a  significant  increase  in  risk  of  catastrophic 
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tree  failure  either  by  uprooting,  trunk  failure,  or  scaffold  limb  failure.  Resistograph  results 
indicating  trunk  damage  to  the  tree  that  would  predispose  the  tree  to  failure  was  discussed. 

Mr.  David  Grassi,  general  contractor,  stated  that  he  has  been  employed  by  Mr.  Haigh  to  develop  the 
basement  area  at  1245  Masonic  to  build  a  garage.  Mr.  Grassi  stated  that  the  Council  has  been 
misinformed  and  there  is  no  disposition  that  a  garage  cannot  be  built,  as  he  had  submitted  the  plans, 
and  plans  are  being  held  in  abeyance  while  landmarking  matters  are  being  determined.  Mr.  Grassi 
asked  why  the  Council  would  want  to  landmark  a  tree  that  the  City  has  said  should  be  removed  and 
not  accept  Mr.  Haigh' s  offer  to  take  it  down  himself  at  his  own  expense  and  plant  two  trees  in  its 
place.  Mr.  Grassi  recommended  not  landmarking  the  tree  because  it  would  be  a  liability  for  the  City, 
Mr.  Haigh,  and  possibly  himself.  It  was  stated  that  this  tree  does  not  rise  to  landmark  status  as  it  is 
structurally  defective. 

Member  Boss  seconded  by  Member  Hillan  motioned  to  continue  this  item  to  the  January 
Council  meeting.  The  motioned  did  not  pass  by  the  following  vote  (AYES:  Members  Boss, 
Habert,  Hillan,  and  Sherk;  NOES:  Chair  Milne,  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Rodgers,  Absent: 
Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Quirke,  and  Sustarich) 

Member  Cohen  seconded  by  Member  Blair  motioned  to  recommend  landmark  tree  status. 
VOTE:        Without  Recommendation  (4-4)  (1  Recused)  (6  Absent) 
RECUSED:  Member  Short 

AYES:        Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert  and  Sherk 

NOES:         Chair  Milne,  Members  Boss,  Hillan  and  Rodgers 

ABSENT:     Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Quirke,  and  Sustarich 

A  Resolution  without  Recommendation  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for 
their  determination  of  landmark  tree  status. 

5.  Landmark  Tree  Initiation  of  the  Mature  blue  gum  (Eucalyptus  globulus)  trees  located  at  1661 
Octavia  Street  (Discussion  and  Action).  The  Council  will  consider  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee's  recommendation  to  direct  staff  to  write  a  letter  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  indicating 
that  the  referenced  trees  were  approved  for  landmark  tree  status  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
in  1996  (Explanatory  Document:  Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  of  intent  to  nominate  (PDF) 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/resolutions07/r0552-07.pdf. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  trees  located  at  1661  Octavia  Street  were  first  proposed  for  landmark 
tree  status  in  1972,  given  special  consideration,  and  then  landmarked  in  1996.  It  was  stated  that  the 
trees  are  officially  on  the  landmark  tree  list  and  have  a  plaque  on  the  sidewalk.  Member  Short  stated 
that  it  would  not  be  a  good  precedent  to  re-landmark  trees  that  had  previously  been  landmarked.  It 
was  stated  that  trees  that  had  been  landmarked  before  the  current  ordinance  took  effect  have  the 
same  level  of  protection.  Chair  Milne  recommended  holding  a  press  conference  around  these  trees  in 
order  to  raise  awareness  of  the  provision  for  landmarking  trees.  Members  Rodgers  and  Habert 
discussed  the  historical  and  cultural  importance  associated  with  these  trees  and  concurred  with  the 
idea  of  holding  a  press  conference.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  would  confer  with  Urban  Forestry 
Coordinator  Hui  about  sending  a  letter  and  coordinating  a  press  conference. 

Item  6  was  heard  before  Item  4. 
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6.  Utility  Undergrounding  and  Street  Trees  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 

SPEAKER:  Doug  Wildman,  Program  Director,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest 

Mr.  Wildman  asked  how  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  is 
working  with  PG&E  and  other  agencies  in  reserving  space  for  future  trees  and  preserving  existing 
trees  and  their  root  structures.  Mr.  Wildman  discussed  consideration  of  structurally  sound  utility 
boxes  being  located  in  driveways  and  PG&E's  problem  with  lack  of  access  if  a  car  were  parked  in  a 
driveway.  Member  Short  reported  on  improvements  after  the  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  a 
Resolution  that  utility  companies  needed  to  work  with  DPW  to  preserve  a  planting  site  every  20  feet. 
Member  Short  stated  that  she  had  spent  a  lot  of  time  with  the  utility  companies  in  researching  where 
they  could  place  their  utility  vaults  so  that  tree  planting  sites  could  be  preserved  approximately 
every  20  feet.  That  effort  took  place  only  for  projects  that  had  not  begun  when  that  Resolution  was 
passed  and  has  gone  fairly  well.  It  was  reported  that  there  were  three  potential  sites  where  another 
location  could  not  be  found,  and  in  those  three  cases  the  company  did  pay  an  in-lieu  fee  so  the  City 
could  plant  in  a  different  location. 

Member  Short  suggested  that  the  Council  urge  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  consider  a  Resolution  to 
add  protection  to  existing  trees,  as  there  have  been  a  number  lost  due  to  trenching.  It  was  stated  that 
the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  always  investigates  upcoming  projects  and  the  potential  for  conflicts 
with  existing  trees. .  In  a  couple  of  cases,  PG&E  had  been  held  accountable  and  paid  for  larger 
replacement  trees.  Member  Short  stated  that  a  request  would  be  made  to  Planning  and  Department 
of  Building  Inspection  inspectors  to  report  contractor  violations,  and  indicated  that  fines  can  be 
issued. 

7.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations 
relating  to  research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion). 

Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator  Hui  reported  that  she  has  been  working  for  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  on  researching  visible  methods  for  identifying  landmark  trees,  other  city's  landmark  tree 
legislation,  and  an  outreach  letter  for  landmarking  trees.  It  was  stated  that  there  were  amendments 
introduced  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  meeting  on  Tuesday  that  are 
available  on  the  Board  of  Supervisors  webpage.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that  she  and  Department  of 
Environment  staff  have  been  working  with  the  Planning  Department  on  the  new  Urban  Forest  Plan 
to  make  sure  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  is  adequately  represented.  Ms.  Hui  announced  that  the 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  Green  Christmas  program  was  very  popular  this  year,  and  a  number  of 
flattering  newspaper  articles  have  been  published. 

The  meeting  officially  adjourned  at  this  time  (12:38  p.m.)  due  to  a  loss  of  quorum.  Deputy 
City  Attorney  Cabrera  advised  that  the  rule  is  that  the  meeting  should  adjourn  and  anything 
discussed  after  loss  of  quorum  would  be  deemed  an  informational  meeting. 

8.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Planning  &  Funding  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  December  20,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  January  8,  2008  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 
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9.  Chair's  Announcements:   Terry  Milne,  Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Information  and 
Discussion). 

10.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

1 1 .  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

12.  Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  12:38  p.m.' 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by  clicking  on  the  links  by 
each  agenda  item  above,  or  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary  at  the  address  listed  below,  telephone 
number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@Sfgov.org.  


Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 
Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

Approved: 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
URBAN  FORESTRY  COUNCIL  REGULAR  MEETING 
APPROVED  MINUTES 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

Friday,  December  14,  2007, 10:00  a.m. 

City  Hall,  Room  400  MAR  -  5  2008 

'  3  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

*  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  SAN  FRANCISCO 

*ff<«e*-  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  1 0:05 
a.m.  Present:  Chair  Milne;  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Habert,  Hillan,  Miller, 
Nervo,  Rodgers,  Sherk  and  Short.  Excused:  Members  Griswold,  Marks,  and  Sustarich. 

2.  Adoption  of  Minutes  of  the  October  23,  2007  Urban  Forestry  Council  Regular  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action.)  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Hillan  and  second  by  Member  Cohen,  the 
October  23,  2007  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Chair  Milne, 
Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Sherk,  Short  and  Sustarich)  (Explanatory  Document:  Approved  Minutes 

Of  the  October  23,  2007  Regular  Meeting  (Word)  http://sfgov.org/sit^sfenvironment  paee.asp?id=70637). 

3.  Better  Streets  Program  as  it  relates  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion)  (Explanatory  Document:  Better  Streets  Plan  Presentation  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council 

(PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site,uploadedfiles/sfenviromnent''meetings/ufc/supporting/2007/BetterStreetsP 

Sponsor:  Chair  Terry  Milne 
Speaker:  Adam  Varat,  Planner,  City  Planning  Department 

Mr.  Varat  reported  that  he  is  managing  the  Better  Streets  Plan  and  introduced  Mr.  Andres  Power 
who  would  be  managing  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan.  It  was  stated  that  the  Better  Streets  Plan 
would  include  standards  and  guidelines  on  urban  forest  considerations,  and  the  Urban  Forest  Plan 
would  contain  details  such  as  placement,  location  and  design  considerations  of  street  trees  and  other 
plantings.  Mr.  Varat  presented  an  overview  on  the  Planning  Department's  work  on  the  Better 
Streets  Plan  discussing  why  a  Better  Streets  Plan  is  needed,  what  a  Better  Streets  Plan  is,  draft 
concepts  and  recommendations,  urban  forest  considerations,  current  achievements,  and  next  steps. 
Topics  discussed  included: 

•  Why  a  Better  Streets  Plan  is  needed — streets  take  up  about  25%  of  the  City's  land  and  can  be 
better  utilized  in  order  to  create  a  more  generous  pedestrian  environment,  better  landscaping, 
and  more  ecological  functioning.  Another  major  goal  is  to  coordinate  with  other  City 
agencies  on  standards,  guidelines  and  practices  so  there  is  more  consistency  with  street 
design. 

•  What  is  the  end  result  for  a  Better  Streets  Plan:  standards  and  guidelines  for  how  to  design 
and  maintain  the  pedestrian  environment  that  can  be  used  by  city  agency  designers, 
community  members,  and  private  developers. 

•  What  will  the  Better  Streets  Plan  cover:  ecological  and  streetscape  features;  sidewalk  and 
curb  dimensions. 
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•  Draft  Concepts  for  streets  types  (residential,  commercial,  industrial,  special  and  small  streets) 
and  sidewalk  zones  (edge,  furnishings,  throughway  and  frontage). 

•  Streetscape  Design:  urban  forest  considerations  including  constraints  and  draft 
recommendations : 

Objective  1 :  Maximize  opportunities  for  healthy  well  maintained  street  trees  and  other 

plantings  in  the  public  right  of  way.  Discussed  issues  that  include  (1)  researching  strategies 

to  consolidate  utilities  and  minimize  impact  of  placement,  (2)  restricting  driveway  cuts  that 

limit  where  trees  can  be  planted;  and  (3)  improve  tree  planting  standards. 

Objective  2:  Minimize  cluttering  elements  in  the  streetscape. 

Objective  3:  Use  urban  forest  elements  to  give  a  sense  of  design,  definition  and 

neighborhood  identity. 

•  Current  Achievements,  Next  Steps  and  Public  Process:  define  visions  and  goals  (Spring  07); 
draft  concepts  (Summer  07);  refined  guidelines  and  policies  (Fall  07);  Draft  Plan  for  review 
(Winter/Spring  08). 

Detailed  information  can  be  accessed  by  clicking  on  the  Better  Streets  Plan  explanatory  document 
presentation  link  above. 

Council  members  provided  recommendations  that  included: 

•  Add  functional  opportunities;  e.g.,  how  the  ecological  place  can  become  part  of  the 
aesthetic.  Reframe  the  definition  of  the  place  to  look  not  just  at  the  utilities  and  things  we  see 
in  a  place,  but  what  goes  on  beneath  the  ground  and  utilities  and  what  might  have  been  there 
before  the  utilities  and  street  was  there  as  part  of  the  design  solution.  Expand  the  kind  of 
species  and  explore  some  of  the  more  native  species  that  are  not  usually  used  in  San 
Francisco.  The  Better  Streets  Plan  effort  should  be  coordinated  with  all  of  the  different  City 
agency  street  plans  that  are  being  worked  on  (BS). 

•  Consider  the  City's  Urban  Design  Plan  that  encourages  street  trees  on  corner  intersections 
into  the  concept  (CB). 

•  Preserve  and  maintain  existing  trees  on  streets  and  in  new  developments  (JC). 

•  Work  with  other  City  agencies  to  make  sure  Better  Street  Plan  recommendations  are  actually 
implemented;  consider  funding  to  implement  recommendations;  and  consult  the  Urban  Forest 
Plan  on  the  disposition  of  existing  street  trees  in  the  eleven  neighborhood  districts  (DH). 

•  Insure  implementation  methods  by  adding  Better  Streets  Plan  recommendations  to  Codes, 
legislation,  etc.  (KQ). 

•  Representative  agencies  to  give  presentations  to  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  on  street  plans 
that  are  being  implemented  in  order  to  discuss  elements  of  design  (TM). 

•  Submit  initial  draft  public  review  documents  to  the  Council  so  they  can  be  reviewed  and 
input  can  be  provided  into  planning  projects  (CS). 

•  Council  member  to  be  directly  involved  with  the  Better  Streets  Plan  planning  process  (BS). 

Mr.  Andres  Power  reported  that  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  that  the  Council  approved  in  2006  would  be  a 
framework  to  be  build  on  with  recommendations  made  from  the  Better  Streets  Plan.  It  was  stated  that 
the  Urban  Forest  Plan  would  contain  higher  level  policy  recommendations  and  funding  opportunities. 

Item  6  was  heard  before  Item  4. 
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4.  Landmark  Tree  Nominations.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  will  hear  the  Landmark  Tree 

Committee  recommendations  for  trees  nominated  for  landmark  tree  status  at  the  following  addresses: 
(Discussion  and  Action). 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion,  the  Council  voted  on  whether  to  approve,  reject,  or  not  take 
action  on  the  nominations  and  adopted  written  findings  to  support  its  decision  to  forward  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors. 

Member  Boss  discussed  the  Council's  process  for  landmarking  trees  and  presented  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  written  findings  on  landmark  tree  nominations  ((Explanatory  Document:  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  Written  Findings  for  the  two  Flowering  Ash  trees,  Moreton  Bay  Fig  tree,  Blue 

Elderberry  Tree  (PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.org/site,,uploadedfiles,/sfenvironiTient/meetines  ufc /supporting  2007  WrittcnFiiidings  pdl)  and 

Blackwood  Acacia  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfe^ 

Two  Flowering  Ash  trees  (Fraxinus  ornus)  located  at  500  Cortland  Street  in  front  of  the 
Bernal  Heights  Library  (Assessor's  Block  5707,  Lot  027).  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban 
Forestry  Council  Resolutions  and  meeting  packet  Tree  1  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/ufc/supporting/2007/ResOI  l-07-UFC500CortlandTiccl  FullPackct.pdf  and  I  I'CC 
2  http://webl.sfgov.oig/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/ufc/suppo n ing/2007'ResO  12-07-UFC500CortlandTrcc2FullPaeket.pdf) 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Roy  Leggitt,  consulting  arborist,  reported  that  he  had  provided  a  letter 
relaying  his  impression  of  the  two  Flowering  Ash  trees.  It  was  stated  that  these  trees  ( 1 )  are  very 
rare  in  San  Francisco  and  in  the  Bay  Area;  (2)  the  only  other  examples  that  he  is  aware  of  are  in  Palo 
Alto  as  street  trees;  (3)  are  an  unusual  type  of  Ash  tree  that  does  not  become  genetically  large,  and 
these  are  quite  large  for  the  species;  (4)  do  have  imperfections  making  the  tree  less  than  ideal:  but 
does  not  believe  they  are  unsound;  and  (5)  have  an  association  with  the  Bernal  Heights  Library, 
which  potentially  may  be  a  landmark  building. 

Member  Boss  reported  on  (1)  a  letter  submitted  by  Mr.  Ted  Kipping,  arborist,  suggesting  that  the 
trees  should  be  landmarked,  and  that  they  are  among  the  largest  of  their  kind  in  the  City,  and  (2)  a 
letter  of  support  for  landmarking  by  the  Bernal  Heights  Neighborhood  Center.  Council  members 
discussed  creating  correspondence  directed  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  suggesting  their  ideas  for 
preservation  of  these  trees. 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Hillan  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  the  two  Flowering  Ash 
trees  located  at  500  Cortland  Street  were  approved  for  recommendation  for  landmark  tree 
status  with  findings. 

VOTE:     Adopted  11-0  (4  absent) 

AYES:     Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Hillan,  Habert. 
Miller,  Sherk,  Rodgers,  Short 
NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  Members  Griswold,  Nervo,  Marks,  Sustarich 

Moreton  Bay  Fig  tree  (Ficus  macrophylla)  located  at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street  (Assessor's 
Block  6575,  Lot  002).  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Forestry  Council  Resolution  and  meeting 

packet  (PDF)  http://webl.sfgov.org/siteyuploadedfiles/sfenvironment  meetings  ufc  supporting  2'Mf  Re>OI3-07- 
UFC3555CesarChavezFullPacket(  1  ).pdf). 
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Upon  Motion  by  Member  Blair  and  second  by  Member  Boss,  the  Moreton  Bay  Fig  tree  located 
at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street  was  approved  for  recommendation  for  landmark  tree  status  with 
findings. 

VOTE:     Adopted  11-0  (4  absent) 

AYES:     Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Hillan,  Habert, 
Miller,  Sherk,  Rodgers,  Short 
NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  Members  Griswold,  Nervo,  Marks,  Sustarich 

Blue  Elderberry  Tree  (Sambucus  Mexicana)  located  at  Folsom  Street  and  Bernal  Heights 
Boulevard  in  the  Bernal  Heights  Natural  Area  (Assessor's  Block  5548,  Lot  002).  (Explanatory 
Document:  Urban  Forestry  Council  Resolution  and  meeting  packet  (PDF) 

http://webl  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/uf^^^ 

Upon  Motion  by  Member  Hillan  and  second  by  Member  Cohen  the  Blue  Elderberry  Tree 
located  at  Folsom  Street  and  Bernal  Heights  Boulevard  in  the  Bernal  Heights  Natural  Area 
was  approved  for  recommendation  for  landmark  tree  status  with  findings. 

VOTE:     Adopted  11-0  (4  absent) 

AYES:     Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Hillan,  Habert, 
Miller,  Sherk,  Rodgers,  Short 
NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  Members  Griswold,  Nervo,  Marks,  Sustarich 

Findings  that  will  be  part  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  Resolution  endorsing  landmark  tree 
status  on  the  above  four  trees  can  be  accessed  by  clicking  on  this  weblink:  (PDF) 

http://webl  .sfgov.org/site/uploadedllles'  st'environment/meetings.'ufc/suDPOrting/2007/WritteiiFiiidings.pdf.  Resolutions  will  be  forwarded 

to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  their  determination  of  landmark  tree  status. 

Blackwood  Acacia  Tree  (Acacia  melanoxylon)  located  at  1245  Masonic  Avenue  (Assessor's 
Block  1244,  Lot  005)  (Explanatory  Documents:  Urban  Forestry  Council  Resolution  (PDF) 

http://webl.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfilcs/sfenvironment/ineetings/ufc/supporting/2007/Res015-07-yFC1245IVlasonic.pdf  and  Meeting 

Packet  (PDF)  Part  1 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc  landmarktree/supportinq/2007/1245MasonicBackqroundPacketPart1 

M.  and  Part  2  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/ufc  landmarktree/supportinq/2007/1245MasonicBackqroundPacketPart2 
jxjf). 

Member  Short  requested  recusal  from  voting  as  she  had  played  an  extensive  role  representing  DPW 
when  the  tree  came  before  them  as  an  application  for  removal,  at  the  departmental  hearing,  and  at 
the  Board  of  Appeals  hearing.  Upon  Motion  by  Member  Rodgers  and  second  by  Member 
Hillan,  Member  Short  was  recused  without  objection  (Absent:  Members  Griswold,  Nervo, 
Marks,  Sustarich). 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Rick  Galbreath,  Legislative  Aide  to  Supervisor  Ross  Mirkarimi,  stated  that  if  this  tree  were  to 
not  be  landmarked,  the  Board  of  Appeals  decision  would  become  operative,  and  the  tree  would 
likely  be  taken  down.  Mr.  Galbreath  reported  that  the  underlying  reason  for  removing  the  tree  is  no 
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longer  relevant  as  DPW  has  informed  him  that  a  curb  cut  will  not  be  approved  for  the  anticipated 
garage.  Mr.  Galbreath  stated  that  because  of  this  reason,  neighborhood  appreciation,  and  that  the 
tree  is  now  more  closely  being  monitored  by  DPW,  they  would  be  happy  to  have  the  tree 
landmarked  if  that  would  be  the  Council's  decision. 

Mr.  Gabriel  Berns,  1235  Masonic  Avenue,  discussed  the  15  letters  from  neighborhood  residents  and 
petitions  signed  by  29  people  saying  that  they  would  not  like  this  tree  to  be  removed.  Mr.  Berns 
stated  that  there  are  four  Blackwood  Acacia  trees  in  that  location  that  form  a  grove  and  are  an 
interesting  collection  of  trees  that  grace  an  area  of  historic  value.  Mr.  Berns  believes  the  other  trees 
should  also  be  considered  for  landmark  status.  It  was  stated  that  the  property  owner  at  1 245 
Masonic  had  hired  paid  consultants  to  claim  that  the  tree  is  dangerous  and  is  likely  to  fall.  Mr.  Berns 
stated  that  the  property  owner  wanted  to  remove  the  tree  so  he  could  build  a  garage,  which  has  not 
been  approved  for  construction.  It  was  reported  that  Mr.  Brennan,  an  arborist,  and  DPW  had 
indicated  that  the  tree  is  not  in  danger  of  immediate  falling.  Member  Boss  report  that  Mr.  Brennan 
had  indicated  that  the  tree  is  a  moderate  hazard. 

Mr.  Keith  Saggers,  Volunteer,  San  Francisco  Tree  Council,  stated  that  this  tree  is  part  of  a  historic 
planting  of  Blackwood  Acacias  planted  by  DPW  in  the  City  during  the  1960's  and  1970's  that  thrive 
in  coastal  conditions.  The  Board  of  Appeals  granted  the  tree  removal  so  an  entrance  to  a  garage 
could  be  built  at  the  house  at  1245  Masonic.  The  Planning  Department  is  denying  the  permit  to 
build  a  garage  due  to  bay  window  and  sidewalk  encroachment.  Mr.  Saggers  stated  that  the 
Blackwood  Acacias  on  this  block  are  all  magnificent  trees  and  should  all  be  landmarked. 

Mr.  Stephen  Haigh,  property  owner,  1 245  Masonic,  stated  that  the  tree  was  approved  for  removal  by 
the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  (BUF)  on  November  28,  2006.  A  DPW  staff  member  had  examined 
the  tree  and  reported  that  it  had  significant  trunk  injury,  one  limb  was  broken  off,  there  were 
sidewalk  repairs  in  1996  and  2006,  and  some  decline  in  the  canopy  had  been  noticed.  Mr.  Haigh 
stated  that  Ms.  Short,  arborist  for  BUF,  in  the  transcript  for  the  final  Board  of  Appeals  hearing, 
stated  that  many  of  the  arborists  who  examined  this  tree  felt  that  it  had  significant  structural 
problems.  Mr.  Ed  Brennan,  consulting  arborist,  stated  that  the  trunk  wound  and  associated  decay 
represented  significant  decay  in  the  structure,  the  condition  being  poor.  Mr.  Leggitt,  consulting 
arborist,  after  a  resistograph  test  indicated  that  it  was  predisposed  to  failure  on  the  east  or  west  side, 
the  east  side  being  the  street  where  there  is  auto  traffic  and  pedestrians;  the  west  side  is  the  1 245 
Masonic  side  property.  Mr.  Haigh  stated  that  the  Board  of  Appeals  had  voted  in  his  favor,  and  he 
planned  to  plant  at  his  own  expense  two  48x48  Boxwood  trees  to  replace  the  one  he  is  removing  and 
would  be  responsible  for  maintaining  the  trees  for  three  years.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the 
majority  of  neighborhood  support  for  not  landmarking  the  tree  and  the  minimal  support  for 
landmarking.  Mr.  Haigh  also  noted  that  some  of  the  information  presented  on  the  historical 
significance  of  the  tree  and  as  a  wildlife  habitat  was  inaccurate. 

Mr.  Roy  Leggitt,  consulting  arborist,  stated  that  he  had  been  hired  by  Mr.  Haigh  to  examine  the  tree 
at  1245  Masonic.  Mr.  Leggitt  indicated  that  there  are  two  reports  and  photographs  that  he  had 
submitted  related  to  the  site  conditions  and  proposed  construction.  The  Council  was  asked  to  review 
the  photographs  to  understand  that  there  has  been  significant  trenching  and  concrete  replacement  had 
occurred  for  various  reasons;  e.g.,  sewer  line  repair,  PG&E  underground  utility  installation,  and 
sidewalk  damage  associated  with  the  base  of  the  tree.  With  those  kinds  of  impacts,  the  base  of  the 
tree  is  significantly  compromised  and  removing  roots  adversely  affects  both  the  tree's  health  and 
stability.  Mr.  Leggitt  reported  that  it  is  clear  that  there  is  a  significant  increase  in  risk  of  catastrophic 
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tree  failure  either  by  uprooting,  trunk  failure,  or  scaffold  limb  failure.  Resistograph  results 
indicating  trunk  damage  to  the  tree  that  would  predispose  the  tree  to  failure  was  discussed. 

Mr.  David  Grassi,  general  contractor,  stated  that  he  has  been  employed  by  Mr.  Haigh  to  develop  the 
basement  area  at  1 245  Masonic  to  build  a  garage.  Mr.  Grassi  stated  that  the  Council  has  been 
misinformed  and  there  is  no  disposition  that  a  garage  cannot  be  built,  as  he  had  submitted  the  plans, 
and  plans  are  being  held  in  abeyance  while  landmarking  matters  are  being  determined.  Mr.  Grassi 
asked  why  the  Council  would  want  to  landmark  a  tree  that  the  City  has  said  should  be  removed  and 
not  accept  Mr.  Haigh' s  offer  to  take  it  down  himself  at  his  own  expense  and  plant  two  trees  in  its 
place.  Mr.  Grassi  recommended  not  landmarking  the  tree  because  it  would  be  a  liability  for  the  City, 
Mr.  Haigh,  and  possibly  himself.  It  was  stated  that  this  tree  does  not  rise  to  landmark  status  as  it  is 
structurally  defective. 

Member  Boss  seconded  by  Member  Hillan  motioned  to  continue  this  item  to  the  January 
Council  meeting.  The  motion  did  not  pass  by  the  following  vote  (AYES:  Members  Boss, 
Habert,  Hillan,  and  Sherk;  NOES:  Chair  Milne,  Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Rodgers,  Absent: 
Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Quirke,  and  Sustarich) 

Member  Cohen  seconded  by  Member  Blair  motioned  to  recommend  landmark  tree  status. 
VOTE:         Without  Recommendation  (4-4)  (1  Recused)  (6  Absent) 
RECUSED:  Member  Short 

AYES:        Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert  and  Sherk 

NOES:         Chair  Milne,  Members  Boss,  Hillan  and  Rodgers 

ABSENT:     Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Quirke,  and  Sustarich 

A  Resolution  without  Recommendation  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for 
their  determination  of  landmark  tree  status. 

5.  Landmark  Tree  Initiation  of  the  Mature  blue  gum  (Eucalyptus  globulus)  trees  located  at  1661 
Octavia  Street  (Discussion  and  Action).  The  Council  will  consider  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee's  recommendation  to  direct  staff  to  write  a  letter  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  indicating 
that  the  referenced  trees  were  approved  for  landmark  tree  status  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
in  1996  (Explanatory  Document:  Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  of  intent  to  nominate  (PDF) 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/resolutions07/r0552-07.pdf. 

Chair  Milne  reported  that  the  trees  located  at  1661  Octavia  Street  were  first  proposed  for  landmark 
tree  status  in  1972,  given  special  consideration,  and  then  landmarked  in  1996.  It  was  stated  that  the 
trees  are  officially  on  the  landmark  tree  list  and  have  a  plaque  on  the  sidewalk.  Member  Short  stated 
that  it  would  not  be  a  good  precedent  to  re-landmark  trees  that  had  previously  been  landmarked.  It 
was  stated  that  trees  that  had  been  landmarked  before  the  current  ordinance  took  effect  have  the 
same  level  of  protection.  Chair  Milne  recommended  holding  a  press  conference  around  these  trees  in 
order  to  raise  awareness  of  the  provision  for  landmarking  trees.  Members  Rodgers  and  Habert 
discussed  the  historical  and  cultural  importance  associated  with  these  trees  and  concurred  with  the 
idea  of  holding  a  press  conference.  Chair  Milne  stated  that  he  would  confer  with  Urban  Forestry 
Coordinator  Hui  about  sending  a  letter  and  coordinating  a  press  conference. 

Item  6  was  heard  before  Item  4. 
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6.  Utility  Undergrounding  and  Street  Trees  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion). 

SPEAKER:  Doug  Wildman,  Program  Director,  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest 

Mr.  Wildman  asked  how  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  is 
working  with  PG&E  and  other  agencies  in  reserving  space  for  future  trees  and  preserving  existing 
trees  and  their  root  structures.  Mr.  Wildman  discussed  consideration  of  structurally  sound  utility 
boxes  being  located  in  driveways  and  PG&E's  problem  with  lack  of  access  if  a  car  were  parked  in  a 
driveway.  Member  Short  reported  on  improvements  after  the  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  a 
Resolution  that  utility  companies  needed  to  work  with  DPW  to  preserve  a  planting  site  every  20  feet. 
Member  Short  stated  that  she  had  spent  a  lot  of  time  with  the  utility  companies  in  researching  where 
they  could  place  their  utility  vaults  so  that  tree  planting  sites  could  be  preserved  approximately 
every  20  feet.  That  effort  took  place  only  for  projects  that  had  not  begun  when  that  Resolution  was 
passed  and  has  gone  fairly  well.  It  was  reported  that  there  were  three  potential  sites  where  another 
location  could  not  be  found,  and  in  those  three  cases  the  company  did  pay  an  in-lieu  fee  so  the  City 
could  plant  in  a  different  location. 

Member  Short  suggested  that  the  Council  urge  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  consider  a  Resolution  to 
add  protection  to  existing  trees,  as  there  have  been  a  number  lost  due  to  trenching.  It  was  stated  that 
the  Bureau  of  Urban  Forestry  always  investigates  upcoming  projects  and  the  potential  for  conflicts 
with  existing  trees.  In  a  couple  of  cases,  PG&E  had  been  held  accountable  and  paid  for  larger 
replacement  trees.  Member  Short  stated  that  a  request  would  be  made  to  Planning  and  Department 
of  Building  Inspection  inspectors  to  report  contractor  violations,  and  indicated  that  fines  can  be 
issued. 

7.  Staff  Report.  Staff  will  provide  updates  on  UFC  administrative  and  programmatic  operations 
relating  to  research,  planning,  funding,  outreach,  and  other  related  activities.  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion). 

Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator  Hui  reported  that  she  has  been  working  for  the  Landmark  Tree 
Committee  on  researching  visible  methods  for  identifying  landmark  trees,  other  city's  landmark  tree 
legislation,  and  an  outreach  letter  for  landmarking  trees.  It  was  stated  that  there  were  amendments 
introduced  to  the  Landmark  Tree  Ordinance  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  meeting  on  Tuesday  that  are 
available  on  the  Board  of  Supervisors  webpage.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that  she  and  Department  of 
Environment  staff  have  been  working  with  the  Planning  Department  on  the  new  Urban  Forest  Plan 
to  make  sure  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  is  adequately  represented.  Ms.  Hui  announced  that  the 
Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  Green  Christmas  program  was  very  popular  this  year,  and  a  number  of 
flattering  newspaper  articles  have  been  published. 

The  meeting  officially  adjourned  at  this  time  (12:38  p.m.)  due  to  a  loss  of  quorum.  Deputy 
City  Attorney  Cabrera  advised  that  the  rule  is  that  the  meeting  should  adjourn  and  anything 
discussed  after  loss  of  quorum  would  be  deemed  an  informational  meeting. 

8.  Committee  Reports:  (Informational  Reports  and  Discussion) 

•  Planning  &  Funding  Committee,  Chair,  Carla  Short 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  December  20,  2007  at  4:00  p.m.  at  1 1  Grove  Street. 

•  Landmark  Tree  Committee,  Chair,  Mike  Boss 

The  next  meeting  will  be  on  January  8,  2008  at  4:00  p.m.  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 . 
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9.  Chair's  Announcements:   Terry  Milne,   Chair,  Urban  Forestry  Council   (Information  and 
Discussion). 

10.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items  (Information  and  Discussion). 

1 1 .  Public  Comment:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Council  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Council's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

12.  Adjournment.  The  Urban  Forestry  Council  meeting  adjourned  at  12:38  p.m. 

Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  to  the  public  at  Department  of  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  by  clicking  on  the  links  by 
each  agenda  item  above,  or  upon  request  to  the  Council  Secretary  at  the  address  listed  below,  telephone 
number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.FishfflPSfgov.org.  


Urban  Forestry  Council 

San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1 1  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Respectfully  submitted  by, 
Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

Approved:  February  26,2008 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-15-UFC 


RESOLUTION  NO.  015-07-UFC 


1      [Resolution  without  recommendation  for  landmark  tree  status  of  the  Black  Acacia  Tree 
(Acacia  melanoxylon)  located  at  1245  Masonic  Avenue] 


3  Resolution  without  recommendation  for  the  Black  Acacia  Tree  (Acacia  melanoxylon) 

4  located  at  1245  Masonic  Avenue  (Assessor's  Block  1244,  Lot  005)  pursuant  to  Public 

5  Works  Code  Section  810(b)(3). 


7  Council  to  examine  nominated  landmark  trees  using  criteria  approved  by  the  Board  of 

8  Supervisors;  and 


10  Forestry  Council  fails  to  forward  said  findings  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  within  90  days  of 

1 1  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  receipt  of  the  nomination  request,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  may, 

12  in  its  discretion,  schedule  a  public  hearing  on  the  nomination,  in  which  event,  the  failure  of  the 

13  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  forward  said  findings  within  the  90  day  period  shall  constitute  its 

14  approval  of  the  nomination;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

15  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  is  forwarding  this  tree  to  the  Board  of 

1 6  Supervisors  without  recommendation  for  landmark  tree  status. 

1 7  I  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  regular 

18  meeting  on  December  14,  2007. 


2 


6 


WHEREAS,  Public  Works  Code,  Article  16,  Section  810  charges  the  Urban  Forestry 


9 


WHEREAS,  Public  Works  Code,  Article  16,  Section  810(b)(3)  states  that  if  the  Urban 


19 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


20 


22 


21 


23 


Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 

Vote:       Without  Recommendation  (4-4)  (1  Recused)  (6  Absent) 
Recused:  Member  Short 

AYES:     Members  Blair,  Cohen,  Habert  and  Sherk 

NOES:    Chair  Milne,  Members  Boss,  Hillan  and  Rodgers 

ABSENT:  Members  Griswold,  Marks,  Miller,  Nervo,  Quirke,  and  Sustarich 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


DEC  2  7  2007 


24 


25 


Urban  Forestry  Council 


Page  1 
12/14/2007 


FILE  NO.  R-2007-14-UFC 


RESOLUTION  NO.  014-07-UFC 


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


[Resolution  endorsing  Blue  Elderberry  tree  in  the  Bernal  Heights  Natural  Area  for  landmark 
tree  status.] 


Resolution  endorsing  the  Blue  Elderberry  (Sambucus  mexicana)  located  at  Folsom 
street  and  Bernal  Heights  Boulevard  in  the  Bernal  Heights  Natural  Area  (Assessor's 
Block  5548,  Lot  002)  for  Landmark  Status,  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section 
810(b). 

WHEREAS,  Public  Works  Code,  Article  16,  Section  810  charges  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  to  examine  nominated  landmark  trees  using  criteria  approved  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Blue  Elderberry  (Sambucus  mexicana)  tree  in  the  Bernal  Heights 
Natural  Area  fulfills  the  Landmark  Tree  criteria  developed  by  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  as 
follows: 

The  tree  is  a  rare  species  in  San  Francisco, 
The  tree  is  of  greater  than  typical  maturity,  size,  and  age, 
The  tree  has  significant  historical  association, 
There  is  neighborhood  appreciation  for  tree, 
The  tree  is  in  a  high  traffic  area, 
The  tree  exists  in  an  area  that  has  low  tree  density, 
The  tree  is  visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way, 
The  tree  is  an  important  local  wildlife  habitat, 
The  tree  is  a  prominent  landscape  feature, 
The  tree  has  character  defining  form;  and, 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-14-UFC 


RESOLUTION  NO.  014-07-UFC 


1  WHEREAS,  This  tree  provides  social,  environmental  and  economic  benefits  to  the 

2  property,  neighborhood  and  city;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

3  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  recommends  this  tree  for  landmark 

4  status  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

5  I  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  regular 

6  meeting  on  December  14,  2007. 
7 

8  1  }yjjrii£s2>  V^rA^  

9  Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
10 

Vote:  Adopted  (11-0)  (4Absent) 

11  AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Hillan,  Habert,  Miller, 

12  Sherk,  Rodgers,  Short 
NOES:  None 

13  ABSENT:  Members  Griswold,  Nervo,  Marks,  Sustarich 
14 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-12-UFC 


RESOLUTION  NO.  012-07-UFC 
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"1      [Resolution  endorsing  Flowering  Ash  tree  number  2  at  500  Cortland  Avenue  for  landmark  tree 
status.] 


Resolution  endorsing  the  Flowering  Ash  tree  {Fraxinus  ornus)  located  at  500  Cortland 
Avenue,  in  front  of  Bernal  Heights  Library,  tree  number  2,  which  flanks  the  Western 
side  of  the  main  doors  to  the  library  on  Cortland  Street  (Assessor's  Block  5707,  Lot 
027)  for  Landmark  Status,  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b). 

WHEREAS,  Public  Works  Code,  Article  16,  Section  810  charges  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  to  examine  nominated  landmark  trees  using  criteria  approved  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Flowering  Ash  (Fraxinus  ornus)  tree  located  at  500  Cortland  Avenue 
fulfills  the  Landmark  Tree  criteria  developed  by  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  as  follows: 
The  tree  is  a  rare  species  in  San  Francisco, 
The  tree  has  significant  historical  association, 
The  tree  helps  define  the  neighborhood  character, 
The  tree  is  profiled  in  publication, 
The  tree  is  in  a  high  traffic  area, 

The  tree  is  visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way;  and, 
WHEREAS,  The  trees  provides  social,  environmental  and  economic  benefits  to  the 
property,  neighborhood  and  city;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  recommends  these  trees  for  landmark 


status  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  — ,. ^ 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-13-UFC 


RESOLUTION  NO.  013-07-UFC 


1      [Resolution  endorsing  Moreton  Bay  Fig  tree  at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  Street  on  Valencia  Street 
for  landmark  tree  status.] 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

The  tree  is  a  prominent  landscape  feature, 

22  SAN  FRANCISCO 

The  tree  has  character  defining  form;  and,  PUBLIC  library 

23 

WHEREAS,  This  tree  provides  social,  environmental  and  economic  benefits  to  the 

24 

property,  neighborhood  and  city;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

25 


Resolution  endorsing  the  Moreton  Bay  Fig  {Ficus  macrophylla)  at  3555  Cesar  Chavez 
on  the  Valencia  Street  side  of  the  building  (Assessor's  Block  6575,  Lot  002)  for 
Landmark  Status,  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b). 

WHEREAS,  Public  Works  Code,  Article  16,  Section  810  charges  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  to  examine  nominated  landmark  trees  using  criteria  approved  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors;  and  . 

WHEREAS,  The  Moreton  Bay  Fig  (Ficus  macrophylla)  tree  at  3555  Cesar  Chavez  on 
the  Valencia  street  side  of  the  building  fulfills  the  Landmark  Tree  criteria  developed  by  the 
Urban  Forestry  Council  as  follows: 

The  tree  is  a  rare  species  in  San  Francisco, 
The  tree  is  of  greater  than  typical  maturity,  size,  and  age, 
The  tree  has  significant  historical  association, 
There  is  neighborhood  appreciation  for  tree, 
The  tree  defines  neighborhood  character, 
The  tree  is  profiled  in  a  publication  and  other  media, 

The  tree  is  in  a  high  traffic  area,  DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

The  tree  is  visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way,  DEC  2  7  2007 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-13-UFC 


RESOLUTION  NO.  013-07-UFC 


1  RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  recommends  this  tree  for  landmark 

2  status  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

3  I  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  regular 

4  meeting  on  December  14,  2007. . 
5 

6  JJfytub 


7  Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
8 


Vote:  Adopted  (11-0)  (4Absent) 
9      AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Hillan,  Habert,  Miller, 

10  Sherk,  Rodgers,  Short 
NOES:  None 

11  ABSENT:  Members  Griswold,  Nervo,  Marks,  Sustarich 
12 
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FILE  NO.  R-2007-11-UFC 


RESOLUTION  NO.  011-07-UFC 


1  [Resolution  endorsing  Flowering  Ash  tree  number  1  at  500  Cortland  Avenue  for  landmark  tree 
status.] 

2  . 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
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10 
11 
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status  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
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Resolution  endorsing  the  Flowering  Ash  tree  (Fraxinus  ornus)  located  at  500  Cortland 
Avenue,  in  front  of  Bernal  Heights  Library,  tree  number  1,  which  flanks  the  Eastern  side 
of  the  main  doors  to  the  library  on  Cortland  Street  (Assessor's  Block  5707,  Lot  027)  for 
Landmark  Status,  pursuant  to  Public  Works  Code  Section  810(b). 

WHEREAS,  Public  Works  Code,  Article  16,  Section  810  charges  the  Urban  Forestry 
Council  to  examine  nominated  landmark  trees  using  criteria  approved  by  the  Board  of  . 
Supervisors;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Flowering  Ash  (Fraxinus  ornus)  tree  located  at  500  Cortland  Avenue 
fulfills  the  Landmark  Tree  criteria  developed  by  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  as  follows: 
The  tree  is  a  rare  species  in  San  Francisco, 
The  tree  has  significant  historical  association, 
,  The  tree  helps  define  the  neighborhood  character, 
The  tree  is  profiled  in  publication, 
The  tree  is  in  a  high  traffic  area, 

The  tree  is  visually  accessible  from  public  right-of-way;  and, 
WHEREAS,  The  trees  provides  social,  environmental  and  economic  benefits  to  the 
property,  neighborhood  and  city;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  recommends  these  trees  for  landmark 


FILE  NO.  R-2007-11-UFC 


RESOLUTION  NO.  011-07-UFC 


1  I  hereby  certify  that  this  resolution  was  adopted  at  the  Urban  Forestry  Council's  regular 

2  meeting  on  December  14,  2007. 
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5  Monica  Fish,  Council  Secretary 
6 


Vote:  Adopted  (11-0)  (4Absent) 

AYES:  Chair  Milne,  Vice-Chair  Quirke,  Members  Blair,  Boss,  Cohen,  Hillan,  Habert,  Miller, 
o      Sherk,  Rodgers,  Short 
NOES:  None 

9      ABSENT:  Members  Griswold,  Nervo,  Marks,  Sustarich 
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